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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, May 20, 1994

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

O gracious God, as You have blessed
every person with the full measure of
Your grace and given unto us all the
bounty of Your spirit, so lead us this
day in the ways of peace. We pray for
peace in our hearts that we will be
freed from selfishness or covetousness
or envy, that we will replace any en-
mity with goodwill, any hatred with
charity, so we may lead lives of gener-
osity and kindness. May there be peace
in our world so the weapons of destruc-
tion will become the tools of construc-
tion, that the nations will sense their
shared destiny in a new spirit of hope
and trust, one with another. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. HEFLEY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

CONDOLENCES TO THE FRIENDS
AND FAMILY OF JACQUELINE
KENNEDY ONASSIS

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I join with
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, on both sides of the aisle in ex-
tending our deepest condolences to the
friends and family of Jacqueline Ken-
nedy Onassis.

In 1963, Jacqueline Kennedy's stead-
fast strength and courage, perhaps
more than anything else during that
fateful week, led this Nation through a
tragic episode in American history.
Over the years, her dignity in crisis be-
came a symbol of our national char-
acter; and her elegance and style
changed the look of America.

Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis com-
bined intellectualism with social tradi-
tion—professionalism with style and
grace—and created, perhaps ahead of
her time, a standard for contemporary
American women.

Few people have such a profound im-
pact on their time as did Jacqueline
Kennedy Onassis. Her dignity, ele-
gance, and courage are forever etched
in our collective memory as part of a
unique period in American history that
reflected the best of what we are as a
nation, and who we are as a people.
Generations to come will remember
her as a standard of American culture
and character.

Mr. Speaker, I believe I speak for
every Member of this House when I say
that we join the Nation in mourning
Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis, and re-
membering what she meant to this Na-
tion.

NINETY-SECOND ANNIVERSARY OF
THE CREATION OF THE REPUB-
LIC OF CUBA

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
on this date 92 years ago, the Republic
of Cuba was created, after a century
long struggle, marked by the courage
and determination of Cuban patriots
who sacrificed all for liberty and de-
mocracy.

Sadly, the Cuban people today find
themselves struggling once again
against the forces of oppression. Only
this time, not against an imperialist
foreign power, but against the totali-
tarian dictator who betrayed his coun-
try, and has enslaved the Cuban nation
for 35 years, Fidel Castro.

The Castro regime’s repression of the
Cuban people continues unabated after
many decades. However, the patriotic
spirit of Jose Marti, Antonio Maceo,
Maximo Gomez, and all the other
Cuban patriots who fought for Cuban
independence, remains alive in the
hearts and souls of all Cubans, both in-
side and outside the island, who still
struggle for the liberation of Cuba from
the claws of Castro’'s ruthless regime.

Mr. Speaker, that fighting spirit will
soon define the end of the Castro dicta-
torship and signal a new dawn of free-
dom and democracy for the sovereign
nation of Cuba and its people.

FAIR TREATMENT FOR THE U.S.
CAPITOL POLICE FORCE

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
Capitol Police are one of the finest po-
lice communities in the entire Nation,
yet they get no respect from the Con-
gress of the United States. They are
paid thousands of dollars less than
other Federal employees. Their griev-
ances are thrown in the wastebasket.
They say there is age discrimination,
racial discrimination, and sexual har-
assment, and no one really cares. They
believe the Speaker does not care and
the leaders of the Congress do not care.

In fact, it costs $50,000 just to train 1
police officer, and the Capitol Police
are so fed up, in the last 60 days 40 Cap-
itol Police officers left the force and
said, “We are sick and tired of being
treated like second-rate citizens.”
Shame, Congress. The only time the
Capitol Police think they are getting a
fair shake is when Congress has a po-
lice emergency. They want us to co-
sponsor House Concurrent Resolution
84, and Congress, we deserve to at least
give our Capitol Police some support.

e ————————

IN THE PASSING OF JACQUELINE
KENNEDY ONASSIS, CAMELOT
HAS LOST ITS GUINEVERE

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, in the
early 1960's I was asked as a student at
the University of Nevada, Las Vegas,
to be the head of the student for Ken-
nedy in southern Nevada. I was so
proud that I was asked to do this as an
active member of the Young Demo-
crats, and I worked very, very hard.
Even though I cannot consider myself a
knight in Camelot, I certainly consid-
ered myself a squire or maybe only a
page, but I worked very, very hard in
that election to get then-Senator Ken-
nedy elected President.

For the next 3 years I watched in
awe, in admiration, as the Kennedy ad-
ministration moved forward on many
programs that I as a Democrat held so
near and dear. We certainly admired
President Kennedy and his wife, Jac-
queline Kennedy, and were happy to
see the progress of this administration.
We were happy when they coined the
name Camelot, because again, we felt
we were part of that noble cause to
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bring their justice to all mankind and
America in general.

We lost that ray of light last night
when Jacqueline Kennedy died, and we
will remember her forever. That light
has gone out, and we feel so bad about
it, but her memory will go on forever.
We have certainly lost our fair Guine-
vere.

URGING DEMOCRATIC FRESHMEN
A-Z COSPONSORS TO SIGN THE
A-7Z DISCHARGE PETITION

(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr., ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, in 1992 the
voters told us loud and clear that they
wanted change. They brought new
blood to Congress and new blood to the
White House.

Last year, 112 new Members came to
this House: 112 freshmen were sent here
with a voter mandate for change; 112
freshmen campaigned against Con-
gress; 112 freshmen pledged to end busi-
ness as usual.

All 44 freshman Republicans have co-
sponsored the A-Z cut-spending bill,
and all have signed the A-Z discharge
petition. Twenty-four freshman Demo-
crats are cosponsors, but only one took
the heroic step of signing the discharge
petition.

The American people are tired of the
same old excuses about why Washing-
ton can’t cut spending. The American
people know that low taxes come from
low spending.

The American people Eknow that
there is Government waste. The Amer-
ican people are willing to accept some
sacrifice.

A-7Z ends business as usual. A-Z
brings fiscal responsibility to Congress.
A-7Z makes Congress accountable to
the people. but most importantly, A-Z
fulfills the 1992 voter mandate for
change.

I urge the 24 Democratic freshmen
who cosponsored A-Z to join all 45 of
their Republican freshmen colleagues.
End the hypocrisy now. Sign the A-Z
discharge petition today.

You promised the voters change. The
American people are waiting and
watching.

———
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A SOLUTION TO THE HAITIAN
PROBLEM

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has not ruled out an invasion of
Haiti. Sanctions are going to take ef-
fect there tomorrow. The clock is tick-
ing, the deadlines are upon us. We have
an outpouring of refugees coming out
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of that country into the waters of the
Caribbean like we have not seen in
more than 3 years. The country is in
grinding poverty. It is described as a
public health disaster by recent visi-
tors. It is an environmental and it is a
human calamity.

Mr. Speaker, there is a solution.
Under OAS and U.N. auspices, a safe
haven in Haiti on Haitian soil for hu-
manitarian relief and as a base for
Aristide loyalists can be found in the
Ile de la Gonave right here close to the
Haitian mainland. That is a 280-square-
mile island, it has over 80,000 people on
it, it has very few military and it is
virtually totally defensible against any
military invasions from Port-au-Prince
because they have no capability to go
across the water, One Coast Guard cut-
ter, no invasion, the OAS and the Unit-
ed Nations, we can begin to restore hu-
manity and democracy in Haiti.

THE ADMIN’ISTRATION’S BIZARRE
HAITIAN POLICY

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, each chapter
of this administration's policy toward
Haiti is more and more bizarre.

As a Congressman from Florida, I
keep thinking it cannot get any worse.

Floridians have footed the bill for il-
legal Haitians, legal Haitians, HIV-in-
fected Haitians, economic refugee Hai-
tians, and asylum-seeking Haitians.

The Florida taxpayer has picked up
the tab for failed Federal policy,
changed Federal policy, and no Federal
policy.

To underwrite this nightmare the
people of Florida have anted up for wel-
fare, food stamps, education, housing,
incarceration, transportation, and hos-
pitalization.

Now, most outrageously, Floridians
and United States taxpayers will pay
thousands of their hard-earned dollars
to charter foreign cruise ships to proc-
ess the new flood of Haitians at sea.

While we debate mothballing our
navy, the White House is paying for
foreign cruise ships. What further in-
sult can we add to an already injured
American taxpayer?

FIGHTING VIOLENT CRIME
SHOULD BE JUSTICE DEPART-
MENT'S NO. 1 PRIORITY

(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this year the President of the United
States placed a great deal of emphasis
on the fight against violent crime. I
think the President is entirely correct
to place that priority.

Unfortunately though, the adminis-
tration’s budget proposal for the De-
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partment of Justice does not ade-
quately reflect that priority. Quite the
contrary.

The administration proposes reduc-
tions in the staffing of the DEA, of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, of the
criminal division of the Department of
Justice and of the criminal prosecutors
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office. At the
same time, the administration pro-
poses to increase the number of person-
nel in the antitrust division of the De-
partment of Justice.

Of course, I have no objection to
prosecuting antitrust violators too, but
the President did not say publicly that
that was our priority.

I invite Members of the House from
both sides of the aisle to join me in a
letter to the Appropriations Commit-
tee asking them to make the priority
in the budget for the Department of
Justice fighting wviolent crime. This
letter will be sent next week.

CONDOLENCES TO THE FAMILY OF
JACQUELINE KENNEDY ONASSIS

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, words
which are always associated with the
late Mrs. Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis
are style, elegance and grace, and in-
telligence, and indeed, Mrs. Kennedy
Onassis did exhibit all of those traits
admirably through her public life, and
then in more recent years in her pri-
vate life.

But there is another word that could
be associated with her and should be,
and that is the word ‘‘courage.” She
showed estimable courage in 1963 when
many of us watched on television as
she organized and presided over the fu-
neral of her husband, the assassinated
President of our land. She also showed
courage in recent months when she
fought her lymphoma with nobility.

Ultimately it succeeded in killing
her. but I think all of us can learn from
the lessons which she and her family
have taught us, and we take this oppor-
tunity to extend condolences to the
children, to the grandchildren and to
the family.

TEACH CAPITALISM HERE IN THE
UNITED STATES

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, having
had the privilege to hear the Prime
Minister of India speak before Congress
2 days ago, we should all take a mo-
ment to reflect on how this country
can best take advantage of the oppor-
tunities opening up throughout the
world.

As the free market struggles to take
hold in many countries like India that
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formerly relied on state-dominated
economies, the United States has an
opportunity to serve as the great acad-
emy of the free market.

Rather than spend billions on foreign
assistance projects of dubiouns merit,
Congress can help to establish pro-
grams in our local communities that
bring young entrepreneurs and busi-
ness leaders to this country to learn
first-hand how a large market economy
functions.

Some programs such as these already
exist, and I believe that Congress
should seek to expand these in the
years to come. This would be one im-
portant step in moving our inter-
national policies from aid to trade. it
would also enable us to cut substan-
tially our foreign aid budget, establish
trade ties with emerging markets and
support market-oriented democracy
throughout the world.

R —

BREAST CANCER AND SCIENTIFIC
FRAUD

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to confront a killer of American
women and a federal system which al-
lowed women to be duped.

Some 46,300 women will die of breast
cancer this year. It robs Americans of
our mothers, our sisters, and our
daughters.

American women were recently ap-
palled to learn of scientific fraud con-
ducted in one of the largest federally
funded breast cancer research projects.

It is highly offensive that a trusted
researcher would falsify data to get
around the specific protocols designed
to ensure appropriate and worthwhile
information.

What is worse in this situation, how-
ever, is that the National Cancer Insti-
tute knowingly conceal this informa-
tion from thousands of women whose
potential life and death decisions were
based on this false information.

It is time that we, as the guardians
of the public trust, fully investigate
and take action to ensure that women
will never again be faced with treat-
ment decisions based on false informa-
tion. It is time to restore American
women's confidence in the research
they have entrusted to us.

R —

OUTRAGEOUS BONUSES AWARDED
BY SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINIS-
TRATION

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, the huge
bonuses awarded by the Social Secu-
rity agency are outrageous to tax-
payers in central Illinois.
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$32 million in bonuses from an agen-
cy with the track record of the Social
Security Administration would cer-
tainly lead many American voters to
be skeptical.

Some of these bonuses appear to be
greedy and excessive.

Many of us find this hard to believe
when the Clinton administration rolls
into town bemoaning the greed and ex-
cesses of the past two administrations.

Yet, the largest single bonus went to
a Clinton administration appointee.
Lawrence Thompson, the second rank-
ing agency executive, was on the job
less than 3 months when he got a $9,256
bonus.

This is another example of how the
Clinton administration wants it both
ways.

They are asking the American people
to believe they are cleaning up the
mess in Washington, DC, when they are
really part of the problem.

MOURNING THE DEATH OF
JACQUELINE KENNEDY ONASSIS

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today with a deep sense of sad-
ness and sorrow over the passing of
Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis. Our pray-
ers are with her children, her grand-
children, and other members of her
family.

Many of us came of age when this
beautiful and gifted woman and Presi-
dent Kennedy held the attention of a
hopeful nation. In Jacqueline Kennedy
Onassis, we had the most gracious
First Lady to occupy the White House
in modern times. She was the epitome
of grace, charm, intellect, and beauty.
Anyone who can remember the week of
November 22, 1963, cannot forget how
she led us through that difficult period
following the assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy.

Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis rep-
resented the very best of America. She
was a source of inspiration to millions
of Americans. For many of us, her
passing means the loss of a dear and
special friend.

Mrs. Onassis was always charming
and generous. She was a great sup-
porter of the arts and historic preser-
vation. Many historic buildings in New
York City, Washington, DC, and all
around the country are standing be-
cause of her tireless efforts.

Mrs. Onassis will be missed by mil-
lions of Americans. Her passing is a
great loss.

NEW TECHNOLOGIES TO IDENTIFY
WELFARE CHEATS
(Mr. LAZIO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, this week a
woman in New York was arrested and
charged with welfare fraud. Not an
usual circumstance in itself, but inves-
tigators found that over a T-year period
this woman collected benefits she was
not entitled to using at least 15 dif-
ferent fake ID's, each with her real
photograph on the front and each enti-
tling her to public assistance. In 1991,
the woman was using eight different
names at once and claiming 46 chil-
dren—all fictitious. Between 1987 and
1993 she received a total of $450,000 in
illegal benefits, making this possibly
the largest case of welfare fraud in New
York's history.

Earlier this year, I introduced H.R.
3723, calling upon the Secretary of HHS
to conduct a feasibility study on the
use of biometric technology as a means
to identify welfare applicants and pre-
vent just such incidents.

New York and California are con-
ducting experimental programs on a
limited basis using finger-imaging to
identify welfare cheats. If the New
York program is expanded statewide, it
could save the taxpayers $46 million a
year. Governor Cuomo has called for
the expansion of this project. Califor-
nia projects a $20 million savings in its
program over 5 years.

Reducing welfare fraud will cut costs
and ensure that this assistance goes to
those who honestly need help, not
those who cheat the system and the
taxpayers.

I urge my colleagues to join the 64 bi-
partisan cosponsors who have already
signed onto H.R. 3727.
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IN MEMORY OF JACQUELINE
KENNEDY ONASSIS

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the death
of Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis evokes
flashes of memory, first and foremost
November 22 and its aftermath, her
grace, her dignity, her strength.

But as we watched television last
night and this morning, my wife and I,
there were also memories of those days
before November 22, their excitement,
their sense of decency, and their sense
of the worthiness of public service.
Some might call those memories illu-
sion. I would call them hope.

May that hope not pass on with Jack-
ie Kennedy; instead, may it be rekin-
dled.

TRIBUTE TO A GREAT LADY

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
pay tribute to a great lady who passed
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away last night in my hometown of
New York. I mean, of course, our
former First Lady, Jacqueline Kennedy
Onassis.

To those of us growing up in the
1960's, Jacqueline Kennedy, along with
her husband, President John F. Ken-
nedy, personified a new generation of
energy, spirit, and hope. Indeed, my
very first calling to become involved in
politics and government was in great
part inspired by the Kennedys.

To me, Jacqueline Kennedy rep-
resented a kind of royalty in America,
in a good sense. She was truly queen of
our country during the short period she
served as First Lady.

Who could ever forget her televised
tour of the White House or her pillbox
hats or the Jackie Kennedy hairdos?
Who could ever forget the dignity and
grace with which she conducted herself
during the terrible period after the as-
sassination?

I had the pleasure of meeting Jac-
queline Kennedy only once, in 1980,
when she came to my home community
in the Bronx to campaign with me for
TED KENNEDY. I did not know what to
expect, but found her charming, per-
sonable, and gracious.

In her later years, she was very much
a part of the New York City spirit, in-
volving herself in a number of causes.
We were very proud that Jacqueline
Kennedy, born in New York, chose New
York City for her home.

She will truly be missed but never
forgotten. And my condolences go out
to her children, grandchildren, and all
of her family.

———
PROVIDING FOR EXPANDED DE-
BATE TIME FOR CERTAIN

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 4301, NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 4301 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 429, debate time for amendments
Nos. 16, 17, and 18 printed in part 1 of
House Report 103-509 be expanded from
10 minutes per amendment, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
of the amendment and a Member op-
posed, to 20 minutes per amendment,
equally ‘divided and controlled by the
proponent of the amendment and a
Member opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BILBRAY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 429 and rule

XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
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the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4301.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4301) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1995 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1995, and for other purposes,
with Mr. RAHALL (Chairman pro tem-
pore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Thursday, May 19, 1994, amendment No.
2 printed in part 3 of House Report 103-
509 offered by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] had been dis-
posed of.

Pursuant to House Resolution 429, it
is now in order to debate the subject
matter of the Trident II D-5 missile.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes and the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a general de-
bate that would govern the discussion
of two amendments, one amendment
offered by my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY], and another amendment of-
fered by my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS].

In my capacity as chair of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, I would like
to make a few comments regarding
both; first, with respect to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks], relating to
Trident backfit.

First, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, the Dicks amendment
would give the Secretary of Defense
the authority to waive the bill's prohi-
bition on backfitting the D-5 missiles
into the first eight Trident submarines
if the Secretary determines that for-
going the backfit would result in a sig-
nificant risk to U.S. national security.

Mr. Chairman, let me give you some
brief background. The committee rec-
ommended prohibiting the retrofit of
the Trident II D-5 missiles into eight
Trident submarines stationed in the
Pacific and now carrying the Trident I
C-4 missile. At one time the navy had
planned to outfit those submarines
with newer, more accurate D-5 mis-
siles, but the end of the cold war, the
tighter fiscal constraints have caused
the Navy to postpone its plans for
backfit.
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Although the Navy officially would
like to reserve the right to backfit
eight Pacific Tridents at some point
after year 2000, it has neither planned,
Mr. Chairman, nor budgeted for that
eventuality.
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On the contrary, the Navy is begin-
ning to plan the budget costs associ-
ated with the alternative backfit. That
is extending the life of the C—4 missile.
The committee recommendation would
thus prohibit the activity that is not
currently part of the Navy's plan. Let
me just make a few bullet points to
support the committee position in the
hopes that my colleagues would follow
the lead of the committee and oppose
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

First, the prohibition on backfitting
D-5 missiles into C-4 submarines mere-
1y codifies current Navy plans.

Second, current Navy inventory ob-
jective for D-5 missiles does not, Mr.
Chairman, does not include enough
missiles to backfit the eight Trident C-
4 submarines based at Bangor, WA.

Three, the Dicks amendment essen-
tially renders the backfit prohibition
in the bill meaningless by giving the
Secretary of Defense the authority to
waive the prohibition on the basis of
national security. We do not need to
postpone this decision any longer, Mr.
Chairman. The cold war is over. The
cold war is over.

Fourth point: Postponing a clear up-
or-down decision on the backfit under-
mines the ability of the administration
to plan a procurement strategy for the
buyout of the D-5 missile and to plan
for extending the service life of the C-
4 missiles.

The greater range, payload, and accu-
racy of the D-5 missiles is no longer re-
quired in the post-cold-war era, Mr.
Chairman and members of the commit-
tee.

By the Navy’s own recent estimates,
the alternative to backfit—that is, ex-
tending the service life of the C-4 mis-
siles already deployed—is expected to
be significantly less expensive than
conducting the backfit. Mr. Chairman,
the administration has no money in
this bill, fiscal year 1995, to deal with
these purposes. But the House Commit-
tee on Armed Services stepped up to
this issue and established this prohibi-
tion.

Now, we spent hours and days and
weeks and months debating how to in-
telligently and rationally handle our
fiduciary responsibilities, Mr. Chair-
man, with respect to the taxpayers’
dollars. By the action of the House, the
Armed Services Committee canceling
the backfit would save at least $3 bil-
lion in a post-cold-war environment.

How can we do less, Mr. Chairman?
We do not have adequate resources to
address myriad human problems that
need to be dealt with by the Congress
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of the United States on behalf of the
American people. Why do we need to
put into motion the potential of
backfitting a D-5 highly accurate cold
war weapon when the cold war is over,
potentially to the tune of $3 billion?
The Navy has not budgeted for it, the
Navy has not planned for it, and I
would suggest that my colleagues fol-
low the leadership of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, reject this amend-
ment.

In the few moments I have remain-
ing, let me speak very briefly to the
amendment that will be offered by my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], who
would terminate the D-5 warhead.

Several quick points: In a post-cold-
war environment, the reduction in the
nuclear threat jusifies a smaller Tri-
dent D-5 force structure. As we ap-
proach the nuclear nonproliferation ne-
gotiations, we must take actions that
are consistent with that, and purchase
of new D-5 sends the message to the
nonnuclear weapons nations that we
are inconsistent on our approach to
this issue. How can we say to other na-
tions, “‘Don’t cross the nuclear thresh-
old and begin to acquire, develop and
acquire heinous nuclear weapons,”
when we continue pursue accurate
warheads that serve' no useful purpose
but to endanger the lives of our chil-
dren and our children’s children?

Our national security interests are
best served by reduction of weapons in
Russia and a strong nonproliferation
regime. Making an additional Trident
D-5 buy at this time when we are build-
ing to a level which is more than suffi-
cient for our defense purposes threat-
ens to trigger military acquisition pro-
grams in Russia and in other countries.

We have a window of opportunity to
shut down the old arms race, Mr.
Chairman, to prevent a new one from
emerging. Continuing to buy the D-5
thwarts that goal. We will save $3 bil-
lion in scarce resources if we adopt the
amendment to end the D-5 acquisition.

Halting the D-5 procurement now
would fit in with our arms control on
the START-I and the START-II re-
gimes to reduce the strategic nuclear
warheads down to some 3,500.

Finally, we have an adequate number
of D-5 missiles, 348, over 6 years of pro-
curement to handle the 10 Trident sub-
marines that are scheduled to be fitted
with the D-5 and to meet any testing
needs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we ask
that you oppose the amendment offered
by my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKs],
on the grounds that I have already enu-
merated. We can save the resources,
the cold war is over, we need to send
the appropriate message.

I would ask my colleagues to join me
in supporting the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY] because that also saves re-
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sources; at a time when we are
downsizing our military budget in a
scarce-dollar environment, we need to
be rational and thoughtful.

The post-cold-war challenges us to
think anew. Let us not continue to
carry the baggage of cold war thinking
into this new debate. Old paradigms no
longer work.

With those remarks and observa-
tions, Mr. Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of a program that is critical to
our national security, the Trident-II,
D-5 sea-launched ballistic missile pro-
gram. Specifically, I rise in opposition
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]
terminating production of the D-5 mis-
sile in fiscal year 1995. I also rise in
support, however, of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS] to give the Sec-
retary of Defense the aunthority to
waive the Dbill's prohibition on
backfitting the D-5 missile into the
first eight Trident submarines if the
Secretary determines that foregoing
the backfit would result in a signifi-
cant risk to national security.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong support
of a program that is critical to U.S. national se-
curity, the Trident Il (D-5) sea-launched ballis-
tic missile [SLBM]. Specifically, | rise in oppo-
sition to the amendment offered by Mr. PENNY
terminating production of the D-5 in fiscal year
1995. | also rise in support, however, of the
amendment offered by Mr. DICKS to give the
Secretary of Defense the authority to waive
the bill’s prohibition on backfitting the D-5 mis-
sile into the first eight Trident submarines if
the Secretary determines that foregoing the
backfit would result in a significant risk to U.S.
national security.

Mr. Chairman, under the START | and I
arms reduction treaties, the United States is
required to dramatically reduce the number of
strategic warheads in its arsenal. The adminis-
tration has decided to place the bulk of the re-
maining U.S. warheads in the stabilizing and
more survivable submarine leg of the strategic
triad. Relying more heavily on SLBM's re-
quires the United States to produce enough
D-5 missiles to equip the 10 Atlantic Ocean
strategic submarines configured to carry the
D-5. In pursuit of this objective, DOD has re-
quested the funds necessary to procure an
additional 18 D-5 missiles in fiscal year 1995.

Terminating D-5 missile production now
would force a choice between two equally un-
desirable options: Send submarines to sea
with empty launch tubes, or conduct costly
modifications to the new Atlantic Ocean Tri-
dent submarines so as to permit them to em-
ploy the aging and less capable C—4 missile
whose service life is limited—an option that
could end up costing more than procuring the
additional D-5 missiles. Either option will im-
pose severe operational disadvantages and
will create substantial inefficiencies in the
overall U.S. strategic program.

Terminating D-5 production would also
complicate U.S. arms control efforts. In fact,
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the Clinton administration strongly opposes
any effort to reopen either START treaty to
amendments—as would be required if the
Penny amendment were to become law. As
President Clinton noted in a letter dated May
18, 1994:

During debate on the fiscal year 1995 DOD
authorization bill, Representative Penny
will offer an amendment to terminate pro-
curement of Trident missiles in fiscal year
1995. I strongly oppose this amendment. Ter-
minating procurement of additional D-5 mis-
siles would severely limit our ability to sup-
port the U.S. Trident SSBN program, which
is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent well
into the next century. It would also close our
last remaining missile production line and
adversely affect our support for Britain's
Trident program. For these reasons, I urge
Members to vote against the Penny amend-
ment.

Here’'s what the former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs Gen. Colin Powell said about the
D-5 missile in a July 27, 1993, letter:

The D-5 missile on Trident submarines will
be the backbone of U.S. strategic deterrent
forces under START II. I do not support the
proposal to renegotiate the terms of the
START II Treaty with Russia to allow either
country to decrease the number of missiles
carried by a submarine. I believe that pro-
duction of the D-5 should not be prematurely
terminated. The vast majority of the Trident
investment is behind us, and procuring the
remaining missiles for Atlantic Ocean Tri-
dent submarines will ensure a credible deter-
rent force well into the 21st century.

Former Secretary of Defense Les Aspin also
strongly opposes the Penny amendment. Ac-
cording to a July 19, 1993, letter | received
from Secretary Aspin:

Terminating D-5 missile production now
would shut down the only operating strate-
gic ballistic missile production line in the
United States. Sustaining a low rate of D-5
production, and the associated industrial and
technology bases, provides a key and unique
hedge against future uncertainties. Contin-
ued D-5 production is, therefore, essential to
the future health of our deterrent capability.
I strongly urge your continued support for
this eritical program.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons | strongly
support the Trident Il (D-5) missile program,
and urge my colleagues to vote “no” on the
Penny amendment and “yes" on the Dicks
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN-
SEN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I think
the first responsibility to the people
and the Congress is to defend our peo-
ple. All other things cannot come
about if we cannot defend our people.
How have we elected to do that over
the years? During the days of the So-
viet Union, we used something, either
by happenstance or planned, and it was
called the Triad: land, sea, and air. Lit-
tle bit by little bit, the Triad system is
being taken apart. We do not have stra-
tegic aircraft standing on alert. They
are standing down. Little by little, we
are pulling our missiles, like the MX
and others, out of the ground. The MX
will be out, we will have the Minute-
man-III, that is all that we will have.
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So why are we putting all our eggs in
this basket? As we look at the three
legs, we are deciding and electing to
say that we are going to defend Amer-
ica with Trident boats and in these Tri-
dent boats, some in the Atlantic and
some in the Pacific, those in the Pa-
cific have an interim missile called the
C4. It is not intended to be a missile
that will be longlasting. It does not
have the range, it does not have the ac-
curacy, it is not really the kind of mis-
sile we were looking for, because in
this interim period we are waiting for
the D-5 missiles.

We are asking now in the amendment
of Mr. DICKS to put the D-5 in the Pa-
cific fleet as it is in the Atlantic fleet.
That is what we are looking at at this
particular time.

Now, why at this time are we saying,
‘“How do we defend America now?"’ Do
we want to take the very best we have
got and say, “No, we are going to use
the old interim C4?" It seems to me
that as we lose our strategic B-52's, B-
1, B-2, we are not using those to the ex-
tent we have, we are pulling our land-
based missiles out; we do everything in
our power to defend this Nation with
the very best thing we have got, and
that is the D-5. It seems to me totally
unreasonable we would pull those out.

Also, let me add to this, we have our
friends in the British Isles who are fit-
ting their submarines and they are
asking to do it with the D-5. To pull
this program at this particular time,
we cut off the legs of our friends, the
British.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday a letter
came from President Bill Clinton. If I
may read part of that letter, it says,

During debate on the fiscal year 1995 DOD
Authorization Bill, Representative Penny
will offer an amendment to terminate pro-
curement of Trident missiles in Fiscal Year
1995.

1 strongly oppose this amendment. Termi-
nating procurement of additional D-5 mis-
siles would severely limit our ability to sup-
port the U.S. Trident SSBN program, which
is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent well
into the next century. It would also close our
last remaining ballistic missile production
line and adversely affect our support for
Britain's Trident program.

For these reasons, I urge Members to vote
against the Penny amendment.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I just want to make it
very, very clear what my amendment
does.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The time of the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKs].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, what my
amendment does is say this:
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The Secretary of Defense is in the
midst of a strategic review of all of our
strategic forces. The committee has
put in a prohibition on backfitting the
D-5's on the Pacific Trident. I do not
take that prohibition out unless the
Secretary of Defense, who happens to
be a Democrat, Bill Perry, wants to
waive it because it is in the national
security interest to waive it, and then
we could still have the debate next
year. There is not a dime in this bill
for retrofitting D-6 missiles on Pacific
Tridents. What I am doing is just pre-
serving the option.

The other thing I would want to say
to the gentleman on the D-5 missile is
that the chairman says we have enough
missiles to take care of the 10 Trident
submarines. That simply is not accu-
rate according to Admiral Childs who
says we do not have the number of mis-
siles for the 10 Tridents in the Atlan-
tic. So, let us correct that record, and
we have the President on our side, and
the Defense Department on the side
who wants to defeat the Penny amend-
ment and support the D-5 Program.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s clarification of
what his amendment does, and, as he
points out, it gives it to the Secretary
of Defense to make that determination.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, this is a very
good amendment. I think we should
support the Dicks amendment and op-
pose the Penny amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman, ‘““Thank you."

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SISISKY].

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Penny amendment to
terminate production of the D-5 mis-
sile.

Mr. Chairman, we have almost com-
pleted our procurement of this pro-
gram, and it would be premature to
stop D-5 missile production now. The
Trident submarine force constitutes
the backbone of our strategic deterrent
in this post-cold-war era. If we termi-
nate D-5 missile production now, we
will not have enough missiles to sup-
port even the reduced force levels
agreed to under the START Treaties.

The D-5 Program is also a priority of
the administration. Let me share with
my colleagues a letter from the Presi-
dent of the United States in support of
the D-5 Program that the Committee
on Armed Services received just 2 days
ago, and I might add parenthetically
this is the only letter, as far as I know
up to this point, that the President of
the United States has written concern-
ing the defense bill.

I quote:

I strongly oppose this amendment. Termi-
nating procurement of additional D-56 mis-
siles would severely limit our ability to sup-
port the U.S. Trident SSBN program, which
is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent well
into the next century. It would also close our
last remaining ballistic missile production
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line and adversely affect our support for
Britain's Trident program.

Mr. Chairman, I wholeheartedly
agree with the President's statement,
and will insert the President’s letter in
the record of debate on this amend-
ment.

I would also like to emphasize that
termination of the D-5 Program now
would amount to a unilateral U.S.
force reduction under the START Trea-
ties since the United States would end
up deploying fewer warheads than are
permitted under START II. Such uni-
lateral reductions would actually un-
dermine START Treaty implementa-
tion by removing a key Russian incen-
tive to ratify the START II Treaty.

Finally, termination of the D-5 Pro-
gram now will adversely affect our con-
fidence in the safety and reliability of
the missile by causing an inventory
shortfall that would in turn undermine
the Navy’s Planned Testing and Logis-
tics Program.

For all of these reasons I strongly op-
pose the amendment to terminate D-5
production, and urge my colleagues to
do the same.

The letter from the President is as
follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, May 18, 1994.
Hon. RONALD V. DELLUMS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: During debate on the
Fiscal Year 1995 DOD Authorization Bill,
Representative Penny will offer an amend-
ment to terminate procurement of Trident
missiles in Fiscal Year 1995.

1 strongly oppose this amendment. Termi-
nating procurement of additional D-5 mis-
siles would severely limit our ability to sup-
port the U.S. Trident SSBN program, which
is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent well
into the next century. It would also close our
last remaining ballistic missile production
line and adversely affect our support for
Britain’s Trident program.

For these reasons, I urge Members to vote
against the Penny amendment.

Sincerely,
BILL.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Let me just say, and Yogi Berra once
said, this is deja vu all over again. This
debate could have occurred 10 years
ago. As someone much brighter than
this person, much more philosophical
and brilliant said, everything is
changed except the way we think, and
what I am challenging my colleagues
to do is to change the nature of how
they think. The cold war is over. To
talk about survivability and nuclear
weapons is bizarre and absurd. We need
to put that genie back in the bottle.
This is the first opportunity we have as
American people to try to make the
world a safer place, and talking about
building more nuclear weapons, in my
estimation, flies in the face of reality.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the letter from our distinguished Presi-
dent, but I would remind all of our col-
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leagues here that we are a coequal
branch of government, and we have
both the right and the responsibility to
make decisions.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, today
we will have an amendment on the
floor which would terminate the D-5
missile, and that in my opinion would
be a serious mistake. Let me just give
the House an overview of where we are
with this very important system.

We today have 10 Trident boats, 10
Trident submarines, which will be out-
fitted to accommodate the D-5 missile.
We, therefore, need 240 D-5 missiles to
go in the 24 tubes on each of these 10
submarines. That constitutes the re-
quirement of 240 D-5 missiles if they
are to be outfitted with the missiles for
which they were designed.

Now one facile solution, which the
supporters of this amendment may sug-
gest, is we have got plenty of C—4 mis-
siles, the older missile now on the ex-
isting T'rident boat.

I ask, “Why don't we take them and
simply stick them in the tubes of these
10 Trident submarines?"

The answer simply is: ‘“They don't
fit. Their length, their width, their
total dimensions are such that they do
not fit, and it would require that these
boats be taken back to their manufac-
turer in Brighton, CT, and completely
rebuilt at a cost of at least 400 or $500
million per boat, an exorbitant cost.”

Second, in addition to the 240 mis-
siles we need to fill the tubes on these
ten Trident submarines, Mr. Chairman,
we have a requirement still remaining
of 11 missiles to be used for certifi-
cation to make certain that this mis-
sile can perform according to its speci-
fications. Thirty-five originally were
required for this purpose. It is now
down to 11 additional missiles. So, we
need these for -certification, and I
might add that this is not some simple
requirement because we have learned
things from the testing and certifi-
cation of this system that have been
important to its development and de-
ployment.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we need 138
missiles for life cycle testing. Now
what does this mean? We assume that
the Trident boats will have a life of 23
years. They actually have a life of
more than 23 years, but the utility of
this missile we are assuming to be 23
years, and we are assuming that we
will take six missiles every year and
test. That means of the 10 boats 6 boats
will be doing one test, one missile fir-
ing a year. That is the minimum nec-
essary to keep proficiency in the crew
so that they understand the flight sys-
tem, the navigation system, the con-
trol system. It is the minimum test to
make sure that we understand this sys-
tem. It is also the minimum test to
maintain confidence in the D-5 missile.
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That means that about every other
year a Trident submarine crew will be
going to sea and firing one missile.
That is what we are providing for here:
240 to go in the tubes, 138 to test, 11 to
complete the certification. That brings
us to 389 missiles. That has been pared
back considerably from last year, and I
think that point ought to be made.

We have already cut, the Navy has
already cut, the request for the Trident
missile, D-5 missile by 36 percent. It is
down to 696 million from 1.1 billion. We
have cut it to the minimum necessary
number and should cut no further.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The time of the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] has
expired, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] has 1%2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, it is
my distinct pleasure to yield the bal-
ance of our time to our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY], who is the author
of one of the two principal amendments
before the House.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I—along
with Congresswoman LYNN WOOLSEY of
California, Congressmen ScoTT KLUG
and PETER BARCA of Wisconsin—are of-
fering a bipartisan amendment to end
procurement of the Trident II, D-5,
missile after fiscal year 1994.

There are a number of very impor-
tant reasons why this amendment
should be approved by the House of
Representatives at this time:

First, the Trident II, D-5, missile is a
cold war weapon system which was de-
signed to destroy hardened missile
silos and other targets found only in
the former Soviet Union. There is no
national security argument which
would necessitate the continued pro-
curement of this weapon system.

A 1993 CBO report found that even if
the United States ended the D-5 mis-
sile program after fiscal year 1994, the
Navy would still have a Trident SLBM
capability at the end of this decade
which is comparable with the capabil-
ity that exists today in the entire fleet
of ballistic missile submarines.

This amendment would leave the
Navy with nearly 320 D-5 missiles
which have already been authorized by
Congress. The authors of this amend-
ment have proposed an option which
provides 180 D-5 missiles on the 10 Tri-
dent II submarines and 140 D-5 missiles
for tests and evaluations. This option
would cancel the planned backfit of the
Trident I submarines and would require
the Navy to extend the life of the C-4
missile for an additional 15 years.

Continued procurement of the D-5
missile will likely lead to a hollow
force in the near future unless steps
are taken now to dramatically alter
the way the Department of Defense
spends its annual $260 billion budget.
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Many of us in this body have criticized
the President of the United States for
the so-called hollow force—however,
the real blame for a potential hollow
force lies right here on Capitol Hill
where many of us are more concerned
about preserving Defense industry jobs
in our districts, and less concerned
about preserving national security in
this country.

Expenditures on cold war weapon
systems—like the D-5 missile—will
contribute considerably to a military
force which is heavy on expensive big
ticket weapon systems and less heavy
on personnel readiness and training.
This imbalance is what all Members of
Congress should be focusing on—not
the overall level of military spending—
which as we all know is 10 times the
amount spent by all of our potential
adversaries combined.

This amendment will save some $700
million in fiscal year 1995 and nearly $5
billion over the next 5 years, according
to the Congressional Budget Office.
The savings from this amendment
would be available for personnel readi-
ness ‘and training—thereby avoiding a
hollow force.

The proposed option advocated by
the sponsors of this amendment—and
endorsed by the Defense Budget
Project—would allow the United States
to deploy nearly 1,490 nuclear warheads
at sea. Along with the 1,750 warheads
to be deployed on land, the United
States would deploy over 3,200 nuclear
warheads under the START II Treaty—
more than what the Russians are ex-
pected to deploy under the same trea-
ty. Again, this amendment clearly does
not affect the overall security of the
United States.

Finally, for those on the Republican
side of the aisle I would like to quote
the words of former Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense in the Reagan admin-
istration, Lawrence Korb. He recently
said that ‘‘relics of the cold war like
the D-5 missile survived the Bottom-
Up Review even though the Soviet
threat that brought about their devel-
opment has gone away."

This amendment has been endorsed
by the Defense Budget Project, Citizens
Against Government Waste, the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, Council for a
Livable World, Physicians for Social
Responsibility, and many other groups.

While I understand that President
Clinton is opposed to this amend-
ment—and I respect the opinion of the
President on national security issues—
I and many Members of this House on
both sides of the aisle believe that this
amendment is the right thing to do at
this time. I urge all Members to vote
for the Penny-Woolsey-Klug-Barca
amendment and against the Dicks
amendment which would undercut the
House Armed Services Committee posi-
tion on the Trident backfit issue.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.



May 20, 1994

It is now in order to consider the
amendments relating to the Trident II
D-5 missile printed in Part 4 of House
Report 103-509 which shall be consid-
ered in the following order: First, by
Representative DICKS: and second, by
Representative PENNY. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 1
printed in part 4 of House Report 103-
509.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DICKS:

Page 19, line 4, insert ‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—"
before '“The Secretary of the Navy may not™.
Page 19, after line 6, insert the following:

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—If the Secretary of
Defense determines that adherence to the
prohibition in subsection (a) would result in
a significant national security risk to the
United States, the Secretary may waive that
prohibition. Such a waiver may not take ef-
fect until the Secretary submits to Congress
a certification of that determination and of
the reasons for that determination.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge
the House to support my amendment
to the fiscal year 1995 national defense
authorization bill. Section 123 pro-
hibits the backfit of the D-5 missile on
the Trident submarines currently
equipped with the C-4 missile. My
amendment gives the Secretary of De-
fense the authority to waive this provi-
sion if he determines that backfitting
is in the security interests of this Na-
tion.

Last year, the reported bill included
a similar provision. I offered an amend-
ment on the floor of the House that
recommended that the Secretary of De-
fense conduct a study comparing the
option of the D-5 missile backfit with
paying for a service life extension for
the C-4 missile on Trident I sub-
marines. The study will consider cost
effectiveness, force structure require-
ments, and future strategic flexibility.

The House adopted, and the conferees
agreed to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, nothing has changed
in the interim to suggest the House
should reverse its position.

Simultaneously, the Department is
conducting a strategic nuclear posture
review for our national military strat-
egy. Section 123 of H.R. 4301 would pre-
vent the Secretary, and the Congress,
from making an informed decision on
all possible options from the ongoing
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nuclear posture review, and the Navy's
study as mandated by the Congress.

Previously, the Navy has testified
that it would make the decision re-
garding the backfit of the Trident I
submarines no sooner than fiscal year
1996. I am advised that studies suggest
that it may well be less costly to per-
form the backfit versus a service life
extension plan.

Whether or mnot the study rec-
ommends the backfit or not, the Sec-
retary must be allowed to finish this
study in order to make an informed
recommendation to the Congress on
maintaining the viability of this im-
portant platform.

Pending the recommendations of the
strategic nuclear posture review, the
D-5 platform could provide potential
survivability improvements as a hedge
against any breakthrough of future
anti-submarine warfare.

The prohibition to backfit the Tri-
dent I submarines with this missile
could also drive decisions on overall
Trident submarine force structure and
force us to increased reliance on less
survivable legs of the triad.

Furthermore, there is no funding re-
quested in the budget for D-5 backfit
and therefore there are no savings
achieved by forcing the issue. If the De-
partment opts to pursue this option it
will have to request funding next year
and the Congress will have ample op-
portunity to debate whether that fund-
ing ought to be provided.

My amendment, as last year, rep-
resents a compromise that would re-
tain the section but provides the Sec-
retary of Defense with the opportunity
to waive its provisions if he certifies it
is in our national security interests.

Admiral Chiles, CINC-Strategic Com-
mand, testified before the Senate
Armed Services Committee on the im-
portance to preserve all options associ-
ated with backfitting D-5 missiles or
maintaining the present C-4 missiles,
and ‘“The Nuclear Posture Review is
evaluating these precepts to ensure the
TRIDENT force will remain a viable,
save deterrent force for the future.”

The Secretary must be allowed to
finish this thorough review of our stra-
tegic forces as previously directed by
the Congress. The Department of the
Navy has advised me that “‘any legisla-
tive prohibition that might pre-
maturely restrict any option would not
be operationally prudent, and in terms
of deterrence, such a prohibition would
be counter-productive.”

Granting the Secretary this waiver
prevents any option from being pre-
cluded in the future readiness of the
Trident submarine force.

I urge the House to support my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DicKs] has expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself my additional 3 minutes, the
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balance of my time, and I will yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER] and the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. Chairman, first I yield to the
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
has made a very important point. The
gentleman’'s amendment simply says
that where the Secretary of Defense
finds that there is “‘a significant na-
tional security risk'' to the United
States is not allowing backfitting of D-
5, that can then take place. So it gives
some discretion to the Secretary of De-
fense, He has to find a very high stand-
ard. He has to find that there is a sig-
nificant national security risk.

We all know we have brought the So-
viet Union to a dissolution point by
being strong, by having the strong
strategic triad that the gentleman
from Utah spoke about. This part of
the triad, our underwater dimension of
the triad, is perhaps our strongest and
our most survivable and in some cases
our most important, and the D-5 is a
very important part of that.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman
from California, and I now yield to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman's yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be
very difficult to be the Secretary of
Defense and have 435 junior Secretary
of Defenses over here telling you what
to do in every instance. In this particu-
lar instance all we are really trying to
do is give some latitude to the Sec-
retary, to give him the right to make a
determination after he studies this and
ask the question, is this the proper and
correct thing to do?

I cannot see where anyone would
want to oppose this. This is eminently
fair to the gentleman over there. If we
continue to put fences on him, we put
hobbles on his legs and handcuffs on
his arms, and I do not know how he can
run the organization over there that
way.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an ex-
cellent amendment, and I support it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield to the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the gentleman’s amendment
and urge my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, with all
due respect, we can debate this next
year. It is premature this year. Let us
give our good friend, Bill Perry, the
distinguished Secretary of Defense, the
opportunity to review our strategic
weapons and then make a recommenda-
tion to the Congress. We can then look
at it. We can look at it thoughtfully
and carefully, and the gentleman’s
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very elaborate arguments can be con-
sidered by the chairman and by the
Secretary. But it is premature at this
juncture, in my mind at least, to take
away this option when we do not have
any money in here and it does not in-
volve any expenditure. So therefore,
there is no savings.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks] has 30 seconds remaining.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS), is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr., Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say to my
colleagues that I understand the argu-
ment. The point here is that when I
said we are a coequal branch of govern-
ment, there are times when the clarity
of our own thought dictates that we
take action.

It is my position that we have con-
sidered this matter. This prohibition,
interestingly enough was in the House
bill last year, though it was modified
in conference, so this is not a new posi-
tion that we are reasserting. We are
trying to understand that we are send-
ing messages, and we are part of the
policymaking equation here. That is
why we draw our checks every month.
That is why we get paid, to step up and
play hardball, make intelligent, ration-
al, coherent, and cogent decisions.

I am simply saying that on this mat-
ter we have made a decision. If we were
in an iffy position, if we were indeci-
sive about this, then, fine, we could
pass an amendment, do a study, and
say we would come back and rec-
ommend. But on this matter there are
many of us in this Chamber who be-
lieve that we are already clear about
what we think the decision should be.

Mr. Chairman, let us save $3 billion
of the taxpayers’ money and not retro-
fit.

Mr. Chairman, it is my great pleas-
ure to yield 1 minute to our distin-
guished colleague, the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY], who
rises in opposition to the amendment.
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by Mr. DIckS. We should not agree to
have the Pentagon waste money on a
study, which will simply make the rec-
ommendation to waste more money in
the future. Not only should we support
the committee’s position on the
backfit, but we should terminate the
program entirely. We cannot base this
decision on local economic interests.
We must do what’s right for our entire
country.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY].
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Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Dicks amendment.
Language in the bill cancels the
planned backfit of the eight Trident I
submarines based in the State of Wash-
ington. That is the sort of tough deci-
sion we need to make in order to ra-
tionalize the defense budget in the
post-cold-war era.

The Dicks amendment would under-
cut the committee’s position. The
Armed Services Committee has cor-
rectly questioned the necessity of
spending billions of dollars at the end
of this decade to reconfigure the
Navy's eight Trident I submarines so
that they can carry the larger D-5 mis-
sile. The fact is, this backfit is not nec-
essary under any scenario in the post-
cold-war era.

A 1993 Congressional Budget Office
report estimated that the planned
backfit of the Trident I submarines
will cost some $2.6 billion. In addition,
the 192 D-5 missiles which would need
to be procured for deployment on the
eight Trident I submarines would cost
an additional $6 billion.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment—if
passed—would allow the Navy to spend
over $8.5 billion on the Trident pro-
gram—above and beyond the amount
that they will need to spend to outfit
the 10 Trident II submarines with D-5
missiles. We simply cannot afford to
give the Department of Defense the
greenlight to go ahead with this waste-
ful and expensive program. I urge all
Members to vote against the Dicks
amendment.

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, may I
inguire how much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] has 2% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr.
yvield myself such
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Washington,
Mr. DIcks, he is absolutely correct.
Over the years, one of the highlights of
this gentleman's service in the body
has been to debate my colleague on a
number of these issues. We have had an
opportunity to stand together on some
of these questions, and we have had an
opportunity to stand apart and to de-
bate substantively on this matter, and
I appreciate that. We have always
shown each other that level of mutual
respect.

Let me just simply say to all of my
colleagues on this particular item, this
gentleman may not be right on this,
but I believe to a moral certainty that
these Trident submarines will never be
retrofitted with the rest of these D-5
missiles. I do not believe that the Pen-
tagon is going to spend $3 billion to
retrofit. If I am correct, let us stop all
this bantering around. This is wonder-
ful great debate, but it is surreal dis-
cussion. It is in never-never land.

Chairman, I
time as I may
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The military budget is going down.
The stress on our national budget is in-
creasing geometrically. And for anyone
to think that in a post-cold-war era we
are going to suddenly find $3 billion to
take a D-5 missile that is a cold war
weapon, a cold war weapon, and put it
on Tridents, I think is taking a depar-
ture from reality. So I am saying if
that is true, let us get on with it. Let
us not keep adding amendments that
will give a false sense of hope and di-
rection. This $3 billion will never be
spent on the D-5.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to take the
opportunity to yield to my colleague
and let him respond. I do not believe
this money is ever going to be spent.
We are not going to authorize it, they
are not going to ask for it, and you
folks are not going to appropriate it.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. The study that is being
done, by the way, is being done. There
is a strategic posture review being done
by the Secretary of Defense. As you re-
call, Mr. Chairman, last year the House
adopted my amendment that said go do
a study on the difference between ret-
rofitting and fixing up the C—4 missiles,
or backfitting. It may well be that
backfitting is less expensive than doing
the retrofit and fixing up the C-4 mis-
sile, and you would have a brandnew
missile with 30 years of lifetime.

Now, the world is not quite as stable
out there as some would assert. We
still see what is going on in Russia
with the rise of Mr. Zhirinovsky and
then problems there with stability. Let
us let them do the study, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] has expired. The Chair
would advise Members that the gen-
tleman from California has the right to
close debate.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would indicate to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], that I would be
pleased at the appropriate time to
yield half of that time to my colleague.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply say,
last year, the study; this year, another
prolongation. I am simply saying, let
us step up to it. We have thought about
this matter. Let us end it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, there is no
money in the budget to do this, so it is
really premature at this point. We are
not going to save a cent. So do we not
have the benefit of Secretary Perry's
analysis before we make the ultimate
decision? It is premature. That is all T
am saying.

Mr. DELLUMS. If I might reclaim
my time, I am simply saying we are a
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coequal branch of government. Let the
Secretary of Defense benefit from the
wisdom of this body. It is a two-way
street. It is not a one-way communica-
tion here. Brilliance is not all invested
in the Pentagon. There is brilliance
and competence and capability and vi-
sion and wisdom in this body. Let them
benefit from our wisdom.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield briefly, if you are so
convinced on the merits and there is
not one dime in the budget to do any-
thing about it, why do you not wait
and see what the Secretary of Defense
thinks? If he agrees with you, he will
never waive this provision. The only
reason he would waive it is if there is
some major change out there and he
then says it is in our security interests.
He must certify to that. Then the
chairman still has the option of not au-
thorizing the program, if he feels that
the Secretary’s certification is wrong.

All you are doing is giving him the
option, Mr. Chairman. We are not
going to save a nickel here.

Mr. DELLUMS. I think the gen-
tleman has adequately made his point.
Let us let the wisdom, or lack thereof,
of the body make the judgment of who
is correct.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nevada.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, in fair-
ness, if the Secretary of Defense wants
to come back in the next year and asks
us to lift the waiver, we can lift it next
year. Is that correct?

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. DICKS. Let us give him the op-
tion this year. That is a long time
away.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to
support the Dicks amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. DICKS].

The question was taken, and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 226, noes 169,
not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 188]
AYES—226

Allard Bartlett Bliley
Applegate Barton Blute
Archer Bateman Boehner
Armey Bentley Bonilla
Bachus (AL) Bereuter Borski
Baesler Bevill Brewster
Baker (LA) Bilirakis Browder
Barrett (NE) Bishop Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Carr
Castle
Chapman
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooper
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crapo
Cunningham
Darden

de la Garza
de Lugo (VI)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fish
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Bacchus (FL)
Ballenger
Barca

Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Berman
Bilbray
Boehlert
Bonior
Boucher
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Byrne

Cardin

Clay

Clayton
Collins (MI)

Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis

Inhofe

Insiee

Istook
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Knollenberg
Kyl

Lightfoot
Linder
Liloyd
Long
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
McCrery
McCurdy
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McKeon
McMillan
McNulty
Meek

Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers

NOES—169

Condit
Conyers
Coppersmith
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dooley
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English
Eshoo

Evans

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Foglietta
Ford (TN)
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Nussle Kopetski Payne (NJ) Skaggs
Ortiz Kreidler Pelosi Slanghter
Orton Lambert Penny Smith (NJ)
Oxley Levin Peterson (MN) Snowe
Packard Lewis (GA) Petri Stark
Parker Lipinski Pomeroy Stokes
Pastor Lowey Porter Strickland
Paxon Maloney Poshard Studds
Payne (VA) Mann Price (NC) Stupak
Peterson (FL) Margolies- Rahall Synar
Pickett Mezvinsky Reynolds Thurman
Pickle Markey Ridge Traflcant
Pombo Martinez Roemer Tucker
Portman McDermott Rogers Underwood (GU)
Pryce (OH) Mclnnis Rohrabacher Unsoeld
Quillen McKinney Romero-Barcelo Upton
Quinn Meehan {PR) Valentine
R d M d R kowski Vel
Ravenel Meyers Roth Vento
Reed Mfume Roukema Visclosky
Regula Minge Roybal-Allard Volkmer
Richardson Mink Royce Waters
Ros-Lehtinen Moakley Rush Watt
Rose Morella Sabo Waxman
Rowland Nadler Sanders Wheat
Santorum Neal (MA) Sangmeister Williams
Sarpalius Norton (DC) Schroeder Wise
Saxton Oberstar Schumer Woolsey
Schaefer Obey Sensenbrenner Wyden
Schenk Olver Serrano Wynn
Schiff Owens Sharp Yates
Scott. Pallone Shays Zimmer
Shaw
Shepherd NOT VOTING—43
Shuster Baker (CA) Ford (MI) Rangel
Sisisky Barlow Grams Roberts
Skeen Becerra Grandy Sawyer
Skelton Blackwell Herger Slattery
Smith (MI) Brooks Kolbe Smith (IA)
Smith (OR) Brown (CA) LaFalce Smith (TX)
Solomon Collins (IL) Lebman Thomas (CA)
Spence Crane Lewis (CA) Thomas (WY)
Spratt Dingell Lewis (FL) Torres
Stearns Dixon Livingston Torricelli
Stenholm Emerson Machtley Towns
Stump Faleomavaega McCollum Washington
Sundquist (A8) Miller (CA) Whitten
Swett Farr Murphy Wilson
Swift Flake Neal (NC)
Talent
Tanner 0 1129
Tauzin
Taylor (MS) Th(? Clerk announced the following
Taylor (NC) pairs:
Tejeda On this vote:
%"““;"“ Mr. Grams for, with Mr. LaFalce against.
To:le d;;u Mr. Grandy for, with Mr. Sawyer against.
Vidcanovich Mr. Kolbe for, with Mr. Becerra against.
Walker Mr. McCollum for, with Mr. Miller of Cali-
Walsh fornia against.
Weldon Mr. Thomas of California for, with Mr.
Wolf Dingell against.
Young (AK) Mr. Thomas of Wyoming for, with Mr. Ran-
::I“LES (FL) gel against.
Messrs. REYNOLDS, KREIDLER,
FORD of Tennessee, COYNE, and
HUGHES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr.
SCHUMER changed their vote from
Frank (MA) ‘“‘aye’ to “no."”
mi‘rnﬂs (NJ) Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas and Mr.
Gephardt BISHOP changed their vote from ‘‘no”
Goodlatte to “aye.”
Gordon So the amendment was agreed to.
gm:m The result of the vote was announced
Hall (OH) as above recorded.
Hamburg
Hancock G 1130
Hastings The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
ey RAHALL). It is now in order to consider
Hughes amendment 2 printed in part 4 of House
Jacobs Report 103-509.
Jefferson AMENDMENT OFFERED :
Jo n (CT) Tt BY MR. PENNY
Johmmcn (SD) . NY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
Johnston amendment.
Kanjorski The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gfl‘:l‘;‘:“ Clerk will designate the amendment.
Klink The text of the amendment is as fol-
Klug lows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. PENNY: At the
end of subtitle C of title I (page 19, after line
15), add the following new section:

SEC. 125. TERMINATION OF TRIDENT II (D-5) MIS-
SILE PROCUREMENT.

(a) TERMINATION OF PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall terminate the Tri-
dent IT (D-5) missile program upon the com-
pletion of procurement of the missiles for
which funds were appropriated for fiscal year
1994,

(b) FUNDING RESTRICTION.—The amount
provided in section 102 for procurement of
weapons for the Navy is hereby reduced by
$696,000,000. None of the funds made available
to the Navy for a fiscal year after fiscal year
1994 may be obligated for the Trident II (D-
5) missile program except as required for
program termination costs.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes and a Member op-
posed, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPENCE], will be recognized
for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, the D-
5 should have died years ago, much as
the Berlin Wall came tumbling down.
It serves no purpose other than to keep
our defense costs high at a time when
our domestic needs are growing. But
Mr. Chairman, year after year, we see
the D-5 in our defense bill. The D-5
clings to life because this Congress just
does not get it on military spending.

Right now, the United States is
spending more on the military than the
next 10 countries combined. We are
spending $400,000 each minute on the
military. Military spending is out of
control, and this Congress refuses to
act.

Some of my colleagues will disagree.
You will hear from them about how we
are dangerously close to a hollow force,
and we cannot support a two-war strat-
egy.

I tell yon, we are dangerously close
to a hollow education system, a hollow
health care system, and a hollow fight
against crime. We cannot devise a
strategy to fight these very real do-
mestic wars, because Congress is fix-
ated on two nonexistent wars abroad.

We already have 320 D-5 missiles. If
you do not think that is enough of
these powerful weapons of destruction,
ask the group that has come together
from all parts of the political spectrum
to say, enough is enough. Republicans,
Democrats, the National Taxpayers
Union, the Counecil for a Livable World,
Citizens Against Government Waste,
and the Defense Budget Project, they
all agree that continued production of
the D-5 is wasteful and unnecessary.

When people talk about gridlock,
when they talk of a Congress that will
not listen, they are talking about the
D-5. This year, let us listen for a
change. Let us act for a change. Let us
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put this cold war relic where it be-

longs—in the history books.

Please vote in favor of the Penny-
Woolsey-Klug-Barca amendment.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to the total time remaining on
each side?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from  Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY] has 3 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE] has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. I usually vote to cut
spending everywhere I can, but not
when it hurts and does harm to our na-
tional security.

Mr. Chairman, I have been very criti-
cal of our President because I thought
he has been cutting too much from our
national defense. Even the President is
opposed to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have a letter from a
commander of our Strategic Command,
and I want to quote this much from it:
“This will result in unilateral reduc-
tions below those negotiated by cur-
rent arms control agreements."’

Mr. Chairman, I include this letter
and another letter from the President
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
U.S. STRATEGIC COMMAND,
May 19, 1994.

Hon. FLOYD D. SPENCE,

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed
Services, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SPENCE: The upcoming
debate on the Fiscal Year 1995 Defense Au-
thorization Bill will include an amendment
to terminate procurement of the Trident II
(D-5) missile. I would like to offer my
thoughts regarding the Trident II submarine
and continued procurement of D-5 missiles.

The Trident II submarine with its D-5 mis-
sile system will remain a critical element of
this nation's future strategic force stracture
for many years. Terminating D-5 procure-
ment in Fiscal Year 1995 will not provide suf-
ficient missiles to outfit and support the ten
Trident II submarines presently at sea or un-
dergoing construction. Without a sufficient
number of missiles to support loadout, test-
ing and evaluation. Trident submarines
would ultimately be deployed with fewer
missiles onboard, a situation I consider not
to be in our country's best interests. This
will result in unilateral reductions below
those negotiated by current arms control
agreements. To offset this, we would have to
load more warheads per existing missile
which complicates treaty compliance and re-
sults in operational drawbacks in terms of
platform survivability and efficient
targeting.

Additionally, continuing Trident II missile
production preserves our ballistic missile in-
dustrial base as this is the only strategic
missile in production today. It would be a
mistake to put existing older Trident I (C-4)
missiles on our new Trident II submarines
because C-4 re-engineering costs would near-
ly equal D-5 procurement costs, and this
would result in our strategic submarines car-
rying an older, less capable missile. Also, D-
5 production allows support for Britain's
strategic program.
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For these reasons, I conclude that funding
the President's Fiscal Year 1995 budget pro-
posal for Trident II missile procurement is
essential to the U.S. strategic deterrent ca-
pability. I ask for your support of this criti-
cal program.

Very respectfully,
H.G. CHILES, Jr.,
Admiral, U.S. Navy,
Commander in Chief.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, May 18, 1994.
Hon. RONALD V. DELLUMS,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During debate on the
Fiscal Year 1995 DOD Authorization Bill,
Representative Penny will offer an amend-
ment to terminate procurement of Trident
missiles in Fiscal Year 1995.

I strongly oppose this amendment. Termi-
nating procurement of additional D-5 mis-
siles would severely limit our ability to sup-
port the U.S. Trident SSBN program, which
is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent well
into the next century. It would also close our
last remaining ballistic missile production
line and adversely affect our support for
Britain’s Trident program.

For these reasons, I urge Members to vote
against the Penny amendment.

Sincerely,
BILL CLINTON.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, deter-
rents are important. Strategic deter-
rents are important. We have survived
and been able to keep the world in a
reasonably stable state for the last 40
years because we had a deterrent that
was comprised of land, sea and air
forces. Defense spending is dropping off
the shelf.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a massive
cut in defense spending. We are cutting
across the board bomber forces, fighter
forces, we are cashiering 1,700 young
people a week out of the military. We
have one remaining strong survivable
part of the strategic triad and that is
the undersea part. That is the part that
is difficult for any potential adversar-
ies to detect and that has the capabil-
ity of striking at military targets.

Mr. Chairman, the D-5 missile is the
centerpiece of accurate missiles that
can be fired out of submarines that can
hit military targets. We still have a
very dangerous world. The President
and the Secretary of Defense have
asked to have this remaining part of
the strategic triad kept alive by this
House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, we should at this
point keep this option open for the
President, keep this option open for
the Secretary of Defense. The Soviet
Union is not cutting back its sub-
marine program at this time. Vote
“no" on-Penny.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to urge the House to oppose the
Penny amendment to eliminate the D-
5 missile production after 1994.
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Mr. Chairman, here we are again, on
the floor of the House, debating this
same argument as last year. But Mr.
Chairman, the arguments against Mr.
PENNY's amendment are also the same.
If anything, world events have taken a
turn for the worse.

Tens of thousands of nuclear weapons
continue to be deployed in the former
Soviet Union.

The political future of the New Re-
publics is not cast in stone, and recent
developments in Russia are not encour-
aging.

While the United States has deacti-
vated more than 90 percent of the
START I required reductions in the
number of warheads on ballistic mis-
sile systems, the former Soviet Union
has deactivated less than 30 percent of
the forces that must be eliminated
under the terms of START 1.

These reductions, Mr. Chairman, are
primarily a result of the dismantle-
ment efforts by Kazakstan, Belarus,
and the Ukraine, to comply with Unit-
ed States requests in order to receive
United States aid.

START I has not been ratified, much
less START II.

And yet, the Russians are currently
developing, and plan to deploy, three
new ballistic missiles within the next
10 years: a road mobile, single RV, as
well as a silo-based single RV, and a
follow on missile for the Typhoon class
ballistic missile submarine.

We do not know if they plan to de-
ploy these capabilities or sell them to
the highest bidder.

Admiral Chiles, CINC-Strategic Com-
mand states:

The Trident II submarine with its D-5 mis-
sile system will remain a critical element of
this Nation's future strategic force structure
for many years. Terminating D-5 procure-
ment in fiscal year 1995 will not provide suf-
ficient missiles to outfit and support the 10
Trident II submarines presently at sea or un-
dergoing construction * * * the funding for
the President's fiscal year 1995 budget pro-
posal for Trident II missile procurement is
essential to the U.S. strategic deterrent ca-
pability.

Mr. Chairman, these are many of the
same arguments that we raised last
yvear in opposition to the amendment
to terminate the D-5.

Nonetheless, the United States still
continues to downsize its strategic nu-
clear force structure. Under START II,
the peacekeeper, small ICBM and Min-
uteman II ICBM's are eliminated. We
are buying only 15 percent of the B-2
bombers originally programmed, the
SRAM II program has been cancelled
and Cruise missile carrying B-52's re-
tired. We are scrapping all Poseidon
submarines. The Trident submarine
program is at 18 and the W-88 warhead
terminated.

The Trident submarine force will be
even more critical as the lowest cost
and the most survivable leg of the stra-
tegic deterrent. In addition, the D-5 is
the only strategic missile still under
production.
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The assertion that the Navy already
has enough D-5 missiles for deploy-
ment is incorrect. Last year, President
Clinton stated “‘even at the lowest Tri-
dent levels that remain under review
pursuant to the bottom up review, ad-
ditional D-5 missile procurement are
required in FY 1994 and 1995."

This administration strongly sup-
ports this program. The President, in
his letter to Chairman DELLUMS, con-
veyed his strong opposition to this
amendment:

Terminating procurement of additional D-
5 missiles would severely limit our ability to
support the U.S. Trident SSBN program,
which is the backbone of the U.S. deterrent
well into the next century.

In his letter, the President urges
Members to ‘‘vote against the Penny
amendment.”’

We cannot afford to lose this capabil-
ity.

Recognizing the world events over
the last year, I strongly urge the House
to support the President and vote ‘“‘no”
on the Penny amendment.
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Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  Michigan  [Mr.
BaRcIA]

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Penny
amendment.

During this era of tight defense budgets,
and a transformed international environment, it
is increasingly necessary to prioritize the pro-
grams upon which the Department of Defense
spends its money.

We have an opportunity here to do just that.
In this era of decreased world tensions the
continued procurement of this weapons sys-
tem is an imprudent expenditure of our scarce
defense resources. As is well known the Navy
has already procured 320 D-5 missiles, and
continues to maintain operational its C—4 mis-
siles.

As is evident, the majority of the threats to
our present security cannol be addressed by
nuclear weapons. Conflicts such as the war in
Bosnia, or peacekeeping operations, and even
the tensions now on the Korean peninsula can
not be solved by nuclear weapons. | question
how the continued purchase of a weapons
system, which will slightly increase the accu-
racy and range of nuclear warheads, will in-
crease our national security.

The benefits of this improvement are mar-
ginal, and do not return enough on the nec-
essary investment. By voting for this amend-
ment we can save $700 million in fiscal year
1995 alone. Let us take a small step toward
fiscal prudence and vote for this amendment.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARCA].

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, and Members, this amendment
stops procurement of the D-5 missile
after fiscal year 1994, leaving the Navy
with 320 D-5 missiles to deploy on the
10 Trident II submarines and maintain
140 more for testing.
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This amendment would save over $700
million and about $5 billion over the
next 5 years.

Now, we talked in this body time and
time again about being serious about
the deficit, about being serious about
our national debt, and that has to ex-
tend across all programs including un-
necessary defense programs.

This D-5 missile was designed specifi-
cally for hardened targets in the
former Soviet Union, and even former
Assistant Secretary of Defense under
the Reagan administration Lawrence
Korb has stated this is a relic of the
past, one that we can do without.

We can no longer afford this. Let us
vote ‘‘yes’ on this amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. PENNY. Under the rule, is it the
right of the opposition to close on this
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the committee position, the gentleman
is correct, that the gentleman from
South Carolina has the right to close
debate.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. KLUG].

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, let us
begin with an idea from zero-based
budgeting, which simply says the be-
ginning of each year you should reas-
sess the cost of each program and its
fundamental mission, and let us make
it clear the original mission of the D-
5, as my colleague from Wisconsin
says, is to penetrate hardened targets
such as missile silos in the only place
those targets exist in the world today,
which is in the former Soviet Union.

We have difficult decisions to make
as we decide to make cuts in both de-
fense and domestic spending, and it
seems to me for those of us on the Re-
publican side of the aisle as we face
tougher and tougher cuts and fewer and
fewer dollars to spend on defense, that
we need to spend them on the best
places to defend the United States in a
very dangerous world. Those are more
likely to be regional conflicts. They
are not likely to be nuclear exchanges.

We are 1 year farther out from the
cold war than we were last year. To-
day's amendment allows 25 more mis-
siles than the amendment which failed
last year, and let me remind everybody
in this room, we are $255 billion deeper
in debt than we were at the start of
this year.

This amendment will save $700 mil-
lion next year and $5 billion over the
next 5 years. We still give the United
States Navy 320 missiles to deploy at
sea against the only hardened target
we can find in the world, in the former
Soviet Union.

I understand the administration is
opposed to this amendment, but let me
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remind my Republican colleagues that
this is the same administration that is
opposed to the A-to-Z proposal, it is
the same administration that is op-
posed to the balanced budget amend-
ment, it is the same administration
that is opposed to the line-item veto,
and the same administration that was
opposed to the Penny-Kasich budget
cuts of last year,

We in this room have begun to make
some very difficult decisions about de-
fense cuts in the years ahead. If we
want to invest it in training and we
want to invest it in manpower, as my
colleague, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER], pointed out, if we
want to invest in U.S. strategic defense
interests in a very dangerous world,
then spend the money where we need to
spend the money, not in a cold war
relic that no longer has a mission.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes"
on the Penny-Klug amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
22 minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, the pro-
ponents of this amendment want to cut
strategic weapons, and as the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]
and others have pointed out, we have
already cut strategic weapons. We are
in the midst of the biggest downsizing
of strategic weaponry since the end of
the Second World War. Bombers are
being cut back drastically. Cruise mis-
siles at sea have been cut out totally.
We are coming down to the point where
this system, the D-5 system, is the cen-
terpiece of our triad.

Fifty percent of our deterrent will
depend upon the D-5 missile in the
yvears to come as a result of START 1
and START 2.

The proponents of this amendment
also say they want to cut the budget.
They say $5 billion. I count the out-
year requirements for this system at
less than $2 billion, but that is still a
lot of money.

The Navy has already taken the
budget in earnest, and they have cut
this program from $1.1 billion last year
to $696 million this year. They are ask-
ing for the bare minimum.

We have got 256 D-5 missiles already
on hand. The Navy says they need 134
more. Why do we need 389 D-5 missiles?
First of all, we have got to complete
the certification of it. If 50 percent of
our deterrent is going to depend on the
D-5 missile, we want to make sure it is
certified to do what we think it can do.

Second, we need 138 to test, and that
is a modest 6 missiles each boat every
other year, which will fire 1 missile
over the next 23 years. Every missile
system, every system we have had has
had this provision for testing in it; 138
to test, 11 more for certification; and
we need 240 missiles just to deploy.

Ten boats are outfitted for the D-5
missile. They have 24 tubes.
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If this passes, some of those boats are
going to sea with empty tubes, empty-
handed, partially loaded, doing less
then they can do on patrol and having
less than we provided for ourselves in
the START 2 provisions in the treaty
that we made with the former Soviet
Union.

This amendment should be defeated
for all of those reasons, and there is
one more reason. This is the last ballis-
tic missile line that we have open in
the United States. Lockheed missiles
in space, the best in the business, but
it is the last line that we have. Close
this and we have no production base
left in the ballistic missile business,
and we should not do it for that reason
alone, but there are strategic reasons
to vote down this amendment.

Stay with the Navy's program, which
has been pared to the minimum al-
ready.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, this is an
important debate; this is an extraor-
dinarily important debate for two rea-
sons. It has strategic implications, it
has budgetary implications.

I would like to speak to both and
speak specifically to those Members of
this body who have not made up their
minds. First, with respect to the stra-
tegic issue: Members of the committee,
as I have stated on more than one occa-
sion, to the point of redundancy, the
cold war is over, Mr. Chairman. We are
in a new era. The Berlin Wall is down.
The cold war is over, we are in un-
charted waters. We are in unprece-
dented times, and we now have to
think, and think in very radically dif-
ferent ways, Mr. Chairman.

Many of us came here concerned
about the expense, the danger, and
even the insanity of the arms race. And
now with change that has come with
incredible speed, with awesome impli-
cations, we now have a marvelous win-
dow of opportunity, Mr. Chairman. And
that window of opportunity is to stop
the old arms race. All of us on both
sides of the aisle are preoccupied and
concerned with the danger of nuclear
proliferation in the world. But we are
leaders on this.

Do you realize what message we are
communicating to the world when we
continue to walk down the road of nu-
clear madness and we can stand in the
well talking about ‘‘strategic this’ and
“strategic that?" The cold war is over,
Mr. Chairman. Who are we pointing
these weapons at?

There is no longer a Soviet Union.
There is no longer a Warsaw Pact; and
we all know that even if the former So-
viet Union attempted to turn the cor-
ner and head back to the old days, we
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are talking 10, 12, and 15 years down
the road, we have all kinds of time to
come back to that insanity if we wish.
But my hope is that we march forward
into the 21st century.

This D-5 missile is a relic. We can
end the old arms race so we do not trig-
ger a new one so that we do not com-
municate to the world that there is a
need for us to move down this road.

Mr. Chairman, if you look at the cor-
nerstone of the Pentagon’s doctrine
based on the Bottom-Up Review, is this
preoccupation with nuclear weapons
and the former Soviet Union? No. Two
major regional conflicts. Do we antici-
pate firing nuclear weapons at Third
World countries, Mr. Chairman? We do
not. We have achieved a level of mad-
ness here that has to be challenged. We
have got to reject old thinking. We
have this one brief opportunity to
change the world in profoundly radical
ways.

Mr. Chairman, to those who are
budget conservatives, let me say to all
of you here: My distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PENNY], has been one of the most
consistent human beings here in these
Chambers, arguing for fiscal account-
ability, arguing to address ourselves
responsibly to our fiduciary function
with respect to the taxpayers' dollars.
If we cannot adopt this amendment,
where can we cut? No one in this room
contemplates or believes we are going
to fight a nuclear war. The fact of the
matter is we ought to be walking dra-
matically and powerfully away from
that notion. We can say, based on all of
the figures enunciated here—some have
said $2.1 billion, some have said $5 bil-
lion; take your pick, two or five—that
is a hell of a lot of money, Mr. Chair-
man.

We spend time in these Chambers de-
bating over cutting $5 million and $10
million; we cannot even listen to each
other on an amendment that deals with
between $2 billion and $56 billion, when
there is human misery all over this
country that we cannot find money to
spend to deal with these miseries.

Here, with the D-5 missile, let’s re-
ject the past, walk forward into the fu-
ture, save the American taxpayers'
money, protect our children and our
children’s children from an insane
arms race that serves no useful purpose
but to spend their money and endanger
their lives.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I demand

a recorded vote.

All
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 166, noes 229,

not voting 43, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Bachus (AL)
Ballenger
Barca

Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Berman
Blackwell
Boehlert
Bonior
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Byrne
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Coppersmith
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dooley
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Foglietta
Faord (TN)
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gilchrest
Goodlatte
Gordon
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Allard
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop

Bliley

Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)

[Roll No. 189]

AYES—166

Hamburg
Hancock
Hastings
Hefner
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Inslee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnston
Kennedy
Kildee
Klink
Klug
Kopetski
Kreidler
Lambert
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
McDermott
McHale
Mclnnis
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal (MA)
Norton (DC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Payne (N.J)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (MN)
Petri

NOES—229

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Carr

Castle
Chapman
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooper
Costello
Cox

Cramer
Crapo
Cunningham
Darden

de la Garza
de Lugo (VI)
Deal

DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Greenwood Linder Ros-Lehtinen
Hall (TX) Lipinski Rowland
Hamilton Lloyd Sangmeister
Hansen Lucas Sarpalius
Harman Mann Saxton
Hastert Manton Schiff
Hayes Manzullo Schumer
Hefley Mazzoli Scott
Herger McCandleas Shaw
Pomeroy Hilliard McCloskey Shepherd
Porter Hoagland McCrery Shuster
Poshard Hochbrueckner  McCurdy Sisisky
Price (NC) Hoke McDade Skeen
Rahall Holden McHugh Skelton
Ramstad Horn McKeon Smith (MI)
Reed Houghton McMillan Smith (OR)
Reynolds Hoyer McNulty Solomon
Roemer Huffington Mica Spence
Rohrabacher Hughes Michel Spratt
Rose Hunter Mineta Stearns
Roth Hutchinson Molinari Stenholm
Roukema Hutto Mollohan Stump
Roybal-Allard Hyde Mont ¥ Sundqui
Royce Inglis Moorhead Swilt
Rush Inhofe Moran Talent
Sabo Istook Murtha Tanner
Sanders Johnson (GA) Myers Tauzin
Saptoram Johnson (SD) Ortiz Taylor (MS)
1 E.B. Orton Taylor (NC)
Schenk Johnson, Sam Oxley Tejeda
Schroeder Kanjorski Packard Thompson
Sensenbrenner Kaptur Parker Thornton
Serrano Kasich Pastor Torkildsen
Sharp Kennelly Paxon Valentine
Shays Kim Payne (VA) Visclosky
Skaggs King Peterson (FL) Volkmer
Slaughter Kingston Pickett Vucanovich
Smith (NJ) Kleczka Pickle Walker
Snowe Klein Pombo Walsh
Stark Knollenberg Portman Weldon
Stokes Kyl Pryce (OH) Whitten
Strickland Lancaster Quillen Wise
Studds Lantos Quinn Wolf
Stupak LaRoeco Ravenel Young (AK)
Swett Laughlin Regula Young (FL)
Synar Lazio Richardson Zeliff
Thurman Levy Ridge
Traficant Lightfoot Rogers
Tucker
Underwood (GU) NOT VOTING—43
Unsoeld Barlow Grandy Roberts
Upton Becerra Kolbe Romero-Barcelo
Velazquez Brooks LaFalce (PR)
Vento Brown (CA) Lehman Rostenkowski
Watkrs Crane Lewis (CA) Sawyer
Watt Dingell Lewls (FL) Slattery
Waxman Dixon Livingston Smith (IA)
Wheat Emerson Machtley Smith (TX)
Williams Faleomavaega Matsui Thomas (CA)
Woolsey (AS) McCollum Thomas (WY)
Wyden Farr Mfume Torres
Wynn Flake Miller (CA) Torricelli
Yates Ford (MI) Murphy Towns
Zimimer Gephardt Neal (NC) Washington
Grams Rangel Wilson
0 1215
e The Clerk announced the following
Dornan pairs:
Dreier On this vote:
Dunn
Edwards (TX) M‘r‘ LaFalce for, with Mr. Emerson
Everett against.
Ewing Mr. Sawyer for, with Mr. Grams against.
Fawell Mr. Becerra for, with Mr. Kolbe against.
Fazio Mr. Washington for, with Mr. McCollum
Fields (TX) against.
Fish Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. Dingell against.
Fowler Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr.
g:::;:: :gg: Thomas of California against.
Frost Messrs. GALLEGLY, LIGHTFOOT,
Gallegly and MCDADE changed their vote from
Gallo [T I e »
Gejdenson aye’ to “'no. =
Gekas Mr. ROSE changed his vote from
Geren “no" to “aye."
i So the amendment was rejected.
GiliaR The result of the vote was announced
Gingrich as above recorded.
SL‘::&T;“ PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Goodling Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, | was unfortu-
Goss nately detained while chairing a hearing in the
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Rayburn House Office Building and thus
missed rolicall vote No. 189, on the Penny
amendment to terminate funding for the Tri-
dent D5 missile. Had | made it to the floor
time, | would have voted “aye.”

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). Pursuant to the order of the
House of Wednesday, May 18, 1994, it is
now in order to consider any amend-
ment printed in part 1 of the report not
previously considered.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 16 printed in part 1 of the
House Report 103-509.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY: At
the end of title X (page 277, after line 2), in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 1038. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO
OPERATE ARMY SCHOOL OF THE
AMERICAS.

Funds appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Department of Defense pur-
suant to an authorization of appropriations
contained in this Act may not be used to op-
erate the Army School of the Americas, cur-
rently at Fort Benning, Georgia.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of earlier
today, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] will be recognized
for 10 minutes, and a Member opposed,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON], will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has a
long history of involvement in Latin
American affairs. As a bastion of de-
mocracy with a vibrant economy, the
United States is looked to with great
admiration and respect by millions and
millions of Latin Americans.

But our history in Latin America is
checkered by our financial, military,
and moral support and association with
people like Omar Torrijos, the dictator
of Panama; Manuel Noriega, the dic-
tator and drug runner; Leopoldo
Galtieri, who led the military junta in
Argentina; Roberto d'Aubisson, orga-
nizer of the Salvadoran death squads
that killed Archbishop Romero; 19 of
the 26 Salvadoran officers that planned
and carried out and covered up the
murder of 6 Jesuit priests in 1989; and
more than 100 of the 246 Colombian of-
ficers cited for human rights viola-
tions, including several instructors
from the School of the Americas, as
well as 6 Peruvian officers linked to a
military death squad that killed 9 stu-
dents in 1992, and the 3 most senior
Guatemalan officers who backed a coup
attempt in May 1993.

What is the one thing that they all
had in common?
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They are all graduates of the U.S.
Army School of the Americas.

The fact is that this is a school that
has run more dictators than any other
school in the history of the world.
They boast about the fact that 10 sepa-
rate heads of state throughout Latin
America were graduates of the School
of the Americas. Not one of them was
elected through a democratic election,
and in many cases they actually over-
threw the civilian governments that
brought them into power.

They tell us now that the school is
changing, but we know and understand,
Mr. Chairman, that the school is con-
tinuing the kind of modus operandi
that left us with the legacy of being as-
sociated with some of the worst human
rights abusers on the face of this plan-
et.
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We see just on the House steps, Fa-
ther Ray Bourgeois, who has gone on a
hunger strike for 40 days, to dem-
onstrate his personal commitment and
the commitment of millions of others
that our association with the school
ought to end. Let us stop the days of
the cold war, let us stop our history
with these associations, and let us get
on to a new day with the association of
the United States and Latin America
through peaceful means, not military
ones.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment. It is illogical. There is simply no
cause-effect relationship between the
problem and the proposed solution to
kill the School of the Americas. The
School of the Americas does teach the
law of war and respect for human
rights. The fact that this instruction
does not sink into every participant
during this span of course of several
weeks’ length should not surprise us.
There are Americans who have at-
tended seminary courses and then be-
come murderers. You do not blame the
seminaries for that.

I am hearing that some graduates of
the school become dictators. It is also
true General Somoza, the late dictator
of Guatemala, was a graduate of West
Point. Did we close West Point down at
that point?

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1*2 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BISH-
OP].

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to provide the House of Rep-
resentatives with factual information
regarding the School of the Americas
at Fort Benning, GA.

The school was established in 1963
under President John F. Kennedy's Al-
liance for Progress from the existing
U.S. Army Caribbean Training Center
in Panama. In 1984, the school was
moved from Panama to Fort Benning,
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GA. Since 1963, more than 58,000 Latin
American soldiers have graduated from
the School of the Americas.

The school was developed to train
and teach Latin American militaries
how to defend against subversion tech-
niques from the Soviet Union and
Cuba. However, as the cold war began
to end, the School of the Americas
began to adopt a new curriculum. The
new emphasis began to focus on the
role of military professionalism in a
democratic government. The guiding
principle of the school now is to pro-
vide professional service subordinate to
civilian control by democratically
elected governments. Training at the
school is focused on effective response
to drug trafficking, natural disasters,
and respect for human rights.

Instruction is conducted in Spanish
to allow for others outside the English-
speaking upper class to attend; how-
ever, approximately 122 out of 160 in-
structors are from the United States.
Claims that instruction is extensively
carried out by foreign trainers is abso-
lutely false. The fact that classes are
taught in Spanish has substantially re-
duced the cost of training and allowed
a uniquely diverse population to attend
the school.

The curriculum at the School of the
Americas undergoes constant review
not only by the Army’'s Training and
Doctrine Command but also by a new
outside policy review board which has
recently been established to ensure
that human rights awareness is an in-
tegral part of training.

Have there been bad apples at the
school? Yes. However, many of the so-
called bad apples attended the school
before it was located at Fort Benning,
GA. For example, Gen. Manuel Noriega
attended the school in its early incep-
tion in Panama during the mid-1960’s.
He did not attend the school of the
Americas at Fort Benning, GA. An-
other thug routinely recognized by
critics of the school is Gen. Domingo
Monterrosa of El Salvador. General
Monterrosa, now deceased, has been
linked to the death squads which
plagued El Salvador in the early 1980's
during the country's bloody civil war.
However, General Monterrosa also did
not attend the School of the Americas
at Fort Benning. He spent 2 weeks at
the school when it was located in Pan-
ama in 1966. Was General Monterrosa
trained to be a human rights violator
during this time? No. He spent the en-
tire 2 weeks learning to pack a para-
chute.

I submit to you that the school has
improved dramatically over the years
and has responded to the changing
world by taking a hard look at itself
and making a strong effort to address
those areas in need of improvement. In
fact, President Ronald Reagan’s deci-
sion to move the school to Fort
Benning has proven to be an excellent
decision. Because the press has spent
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hours upon hours detailing the few bad
apples of the past, I want to spend a
few moments detailing the successes of
the present.

José Gallardo Roman, current Min-
ister of Defense in Ecuador, is one of
the School of the Americas’ true all-
stars. General Gallardo strongly sup-
ports democratic principles and the
need to respect human rights. In 1993,
he signed an accord with the Latin
American Association on Human
Rights to begin a sweeping human
rights training program throughout
the Armed Forces. h

Another all-star is Gen. Hernan Jose
Guzman, Army Commander in Colum-
bia. General Guzman has initiated
measures to prevent human rights
abuses such as assigning judges to bri-
gades involved in counterinsurgency
operations. These judges accompany
the brigades on operations and ensure
that insurgents' human rights are pro-
tected.

Minister Roman and General Guzman
represent the school’s all-stars in the
realm of human rights. The School of
the Americas has also had true success
stories in the name of democracy and
defeating anti-democratic coups.

‘Brig. Gen. Fuget Borregales, the cur-
rent director of operations of the Ven-
ezuela Army and graduate of the
school, was a major player in defeating
coup attempts in Caracas in November
1992. His unit recaptured the La
Carlota Air Base which had been over-
run by coup rebels.

Another success story involves the
current commander of the 4th Infantry
Division in Venezuela and School of
the Americas graduate, Brig. Gen.
Pedro Valencia Vivas. General Vivas
identified officers who had participated
in the February 4, 1992, coup attempt.
When the November 28, 1992, coup oc-
curred, not a single platoon under his
command participated in the attempt
to overthrow the democratic govern-
ment.

I have detailed these gentlemen be-
cause they represent the overwhelming
graduates of the School of the Ameri-
cas who are currently playing a con-
structive role in Latin America. The
critics of the school detail past grad-
uates who did not receive training at
Fort Benning and are no longer players
in Latin America.

I have received a number of letters
from Veterans' service organizations
supporting the School of the Americas.
At this time I would like to read por-
tions of those letters to you for the
record.

Ret. Vice Adm. T.J. Kilcline, presi-
dent of the Retired Officers Association
writes:

The impact of the school has truly been
significant. Not only has the education been
most helpful for our Latin American neigh-
bors, but the contact with Americans and
the positive attitudes of the American mili-
tary personnel they met and got to know
while at Benning was the basis for friendship
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and understanding between individuals
which translates to better relationships
among our countries.

Ret. Army Gen. Roger Sandler, exec-
utive director of the Reserve Officers
Association of the United States,
writes “I am well aware of this out-
standing school's very important con-
tributions to democracy in our hemi-
sphere.”’

Mr. Chairman, our veterans support
the School of the Americas at Fort
Benning. At this time I would like to
enter into the RECORD a resolution by
the American Ex-Prisoners of War spe-
cifically supporting the school's con-
tinued operation and opposing the ef-
fort to eliminate the school's funding.

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE U.S. ARMY
SCHOOL OF THE AMERICAS, FORT BENNING, GA

Whereas, the U.S. Army School of the
Americas has successfully trained over 54,000
troops from Latin America and the United
States;

Whereas, the School of the Americas has
graduated 10 Presidents, 38 Ministers of De-
fense or State, T1 Commanders of Armed
Forces, and 25 Service Chiefs of Staff;

Whereas, the School of the Americas sys-
tematically advocates human rights aware-
ness and strives to graduate students whose
respect for such values is enlightened and so-
lidified;

Whereas, the School of the Americas has
greatly improved its human rights curricu-
lum adding new instructors and course re-
quirements;

Whereas, the Department of Defense is
using the School of the Americas concept to
design a new facility in Germany, the George
C. Marshall Institute, to educate and train
former Soviet Union military personnel to
understand the social and political benefits
of a western democratic society;

Whereas, the School of the Americas has
played a major role in the dramatic change
in Latin America from dictatorships and
military juntas to military supported Demo-
cratic Societies;

Whereas, for the first time in 200 years, de-
mocracy in Latin America is beginning to
take hold and from Argentina to Guatemala
coups are being resisted due to the influence
of the School of the Americas;

Whereas, on September 30, 1993, there was
an active attempt in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives to close the School of the Amer-
icas which was rejected by a vote of 174-256;

Whereas, the School of the Americas is ex-
pected once again to be under attack from
various organizations and Members of Con-
gress during the 1994 session of the 103rd Con-

Bress;

Now therefore be it resolved, That the mem-
bers of this organization do hereby go on
record in full support of the U.S. Army
School of the Americas at Fort Benning,
Georgia; do advocate its continued oper-
ation; do oppose any attempts to reduce or
eliminate funding for this program which
has been instrumental in fostering demo-
cratic principles throughout Latin America;
and do hereby direct that a copy of this reso-
lution be transmitted to each member of the
United States House of Representatives and
of the United States Senate.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I would
also like to enter into the RECORD a
letter I received on May 18, 1994 from
Gen. Barry McCaffrey, a true patriot
and commander in chief of our South-
ern Command.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND,
May 18, 1994.
Hon. SANFORD BISHOP,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BISHOP: Am writing to express
serious concern over pending legislative ac-
tion which could threaten the existence of
one of our most useful institutions—the U.S.
Army's School of the Americas [SOA]. For
over forty years, the school has been an ef-
fective tool for promoting foreign policy ob-
jectives in Latin America. The school’s rep-
utation for providing superior military
training in Spanish while instilling the prin-
ciple of military subordination to constitu-
tional civilian rule is long-standing. My re-
cent visit to the school confirmed my belief
that it is an indispensable institution with
no substitute.

As you are aware, SOA has played a key
role in the education of many Latin Amer-
ican military leaders. The vast majority of
these graduates are positive supporters of de-
mocratization, human rights, and the rule of
law. Unfortunately, this gets little publicity.
Just a few examples—

Commander of the Colombian Army who
initiated the assignment of judges to units
conducting counter-insurgency operations to
ensure the protection of human rights.

Ecuadoran Minister of Defense who signed
an accord with the Latin American Associa-
tion on Human Rights to begin a sweeping
human rights training program throughout
the Armed Forced.

Current Venezuelan division commander
who helped identify members of a recent
coup attempt against a democratically elect-
ed government.

Every course at SOA offers a regional per-
spective, includes human rights and democ-
ratization instruction, and ensures exposure
to U.S. military discipline and expertise.
Latin American students and instructors
leave the school with an enhanced under-
standing of the proper role of the military in
a civilian-led democracy. Provided the op-
portunity to continue this vital mission,
SOA can play a critical role in the develop-
ment of Latin America's leaders well into
the future, further consolidating the gains
for democracy in our hemisphere.

The growth of democracy throughout
Latin America is a direct reflection on this
institution. Now is not the time to abandon
these efforts and the democratic momentum
the school helps provide. SOA plays an essen-
tial role in our strategy for the region. I re-
spectfully urge you to work to preserve this
important institution.

Very respectfully,
BARRY R. MCCAFFREY,
General, USA,
Commander in Chief.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, it is un-
fortunate that the critics of the School
of the Americas continue to look into
the past. We must maintain a vision
for the future in our foreign policy and
the School of the Americas is an excel-
lent tool to further our foreign policy
goals. The Congress will continue to
ensure that the school maintains its
human rights awareness training and
adapts to the varying challenges that
will face us in the future. However, we
must not ignore Latin America, we
must not forget our role as the only re-
maining superpower in the world, we
must not close the School of the Amer-
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icas, and we must never relinguish our
grasp of the democratic ideals that the
School of the Amercias represents.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, today I am
rising in strong support of the Kennedy
amendment to eliminate funding for
the U.S. Army School of the Americas.
We have heard serious charges. We will
hear more; that the School of the
Americas is nothing more than a
school for assassins. Others say that a
handful of bad actors has tarnished the
image of an otherwise reputable train-
ing facility.

Whichever is more accurate, the real
question remains, why are we engaged
in this activity in the first place? Stu-
dents at the School of the Americas are
not integrated into regular U.S. mili-
tary training forces. They are taught
the vast majority of their course work
by other Latin American officers. What
is the justification for having foreign
nationals training other foreign na-
tionals on U.S. soil at U.S. taxpayers’
expense? If there ever was one, which I
seriously doubt, there certainly is not
now.

I have a special message for my Re-
publican colleagues: We cannot have it
both ways. We cannot vote to elimi-
nate funding for the ICC, for the Na-
tional Helium Reserve, the Rural Elec-
trification Agency, the honey bee sub-
sidy, the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, every single one of which de-
serves to be shut down, and shut down
now and permanently. Then, just be-
cause a program is in the defense budg-
et, are we are going to give it special
kid glove status and stay away from it?

This program is pork. It happens to
be defense pork, it happens to be Geor-
gia defense pork, but it is simply pork.
It certainly is obsolete today, if it ever
was justified, and it should be elimi-
nated.

Mr. Chairman, the graduates of the
School of the Americas may be soldiers
of righteousness. They may be soldiers
of fortune. They may even be soldiers
of evil. I suspect they have been all
three. In any event, there are much
better ways to accomplish the legiti-
mate military existence and hemi-
spheric cooperation goals of the United
States. This is an anachronism. Right
or wrong, it continues to give the Unit-
ed States a black eye with our Latin
American colleagues.

I urge my colleagues, support the
Kennedy amendment and close down
the School of the Americas once and
for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The chair will ask visitors in
the gallery to please refrain from ex-
pressions of support or disapproval of
debate.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished minor-
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ity whip, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
is recognized for 22 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is a very simple question to
address. If you think having Latin
American officers come to America,
having them learn about soldiering in a
democracy, having them learn why
America has been able to be militarily
strong and free, having them learn a
tradition different than the Latin
American tradition of military dicta-
torship; if you think that the progress
of the last 20 years, as country by
country in Latin America has left dic-
tatorship to move towards democracy,
if you think that process is useful, and
you think that America has something
to teach Latin American officers, then
you should vote no on this amendment.

On the other hand, if you think being
tainted by visiting America weakens
you, if you think being at Fort
Benning makes you less likely to be for
freedom, if you think that somehow
there is some conspiracy in the School
of the Americas that is showing up,
then probably you ought to vote yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to my friend
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe there is any kind of con-
spiracy at the School of the Americas.
None of us has suggested a conspiracy.
What we do believe is that if we look at
the real record of who has graduated,
the army will cite the fact that 10 sepa-
rate leaders of Latin America all went
to the school. The trouble is, not one of
them was duly elected. There have
been changes in Latin America, but
none of them have been because of the
graduates of this school.

Mr. GINGRICH. I would ask to gen-
tleman, how many graduates were
there in the last 20 years of the school?

Mr. KENNEDY. There have been tens
of thousands.

Mr. GINGRICH. My only point would
be in the current democracies, there
are graduates of the School of the
Americas currently serving within a
democratic framework doing exactly
what we are trying to teach the Rus-
sians, like how to soldier within a de-
mocracy.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the gentleman will
yield further, I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. But the fact is we
only have the record of those individ-
uals who are involved in these hun-
dreds and hundreds and hundreds of
cases. We do not have the records of
the ones who were not.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, all I would say to
my good friend, and I appreciate so
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much your yielding, is that if you
looked at the total record of all the of-
ficers who are graduates, who are cur-
rently, today, serving in democracies,
you would be proud of the contribution
America has made to the democratiza-
tion of Latin America, just as today I
am sure you are supportive of our ef-
forts to teach the Russians and Ukrain-
ians and others to learn to serve in a
democracy.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming the time I yielded, I would
conclude by saying we have a choice.
Either the thousands that you say have
not or the thousands that did, I would
say that the thousands that did, ruin
our reputation.

Mr. GINGRICH. Vote “no".

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr., LANTOS], the chairman of
the Subcommittee on International Se-
curity, International Organizations
and Human Rights.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for yielding,
and at the outset I want to pay tribute
to my good friend from Massachusetts,
Mr. KENNEDY, who has stood with me
on many, many human rights issues
during the course of his tenure in this
body. There is no doubt in my mind
that the motivations of the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
are the finest, as indeed are the moti-
vations of all of my colleagues who will
support his amendment.
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I rise in the strongest possible oppo-
sition to that amendment, and I do so
for two specific reasons.

As one who came to this country as a
student from abroad, I can testify that
attending institutions in this country
is the most democratizing influence for
people who come from totalitarian so-
cieties.

The School of the Americas is no ex-
ception. There is no doubt in my mind
that some of the graduates of the
School of the Americas have indeed
participated in human rights wviola-
tions. I am convinced that many more
would have participated in human
rights violations had they not attended
that school.

I am very proud of my own alma
mater, the University of California.
But I would hate to see suggestions
that the University of California be
closed down because some of the grad-
uates of the University of California
are serving in prisons for all kinds of
violations of law.

There is not the slightest doubt in
my mind that attending the School of
the Americas has been a very positive
force for human rights in Latin Amer-
ica and in Latin American militaries.
There is simply zero logic, zero logic to
arguing that since some of the grad-
uates of the School of the Americas
have misbehaved, and they have, this
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positive influence on democratizing the
Latin American militaries should be
closed down.

Vote ““no’ on this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr. ED-
WARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, the School of the Americas is
a noble thought: Bring Latin American soldiers
to the United States to teach them respect for
human rights. However, this ideal couldn't be
further from reality.

Others have listed the scores of notorious
human rights abusers who have graduated
from our program. Let's look at the school it-
self. It is not much more than a country club
for dictators.

Rather than directly exposing them to the
rule of law that the U.S. military abides by,
SOA students are isolated. All other inter-
national military education and training pro-
grams integrate students into U.S. forces so
that they may experience first hand deference
to civilian authority.

SOA students are given the chance to tour
the United States, to go to an amusement
park and a ball game. Supporters of the
school claim this reinforces American ideals.
Although | would not begrudge any visitor to
the United States the chance to explore our
great Nation, tourism, and materialism should
not be the sole extent of the curriculum.

A few hours of human rights training have
been added to SOA courses. What little time
is devoted to this, to what ought to be the fun-
damental thrust of the shool, is greeted with
indifference or outright hostility by both stu-
dents and instructors.

Without the School of the Americas, Latin
American soldiers will still be able to partici-
pate in IMET programs. Abolishing the SOA
will end their segregation which has only fos-
tered continued abuse of authority and abuse
of civilian populations.

| urge my colleagues to stand up for human
rights, to support the Kennedy amendment
and to abolish the School of the Americas.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I con-
gratulate my colleague and friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], for offering this amend-
ment, Approximately a year-and-a-half
ago, I made a speech as a freshman
Member of Congress calling for a clos-
ing of the School of the Americas.
There were not many Members of Con-
gress that knew that the School of the
Americas even existed at that time.
But since that time, we have seen more
Members of Congress become aware of
the atrocities that have taken place at
this school with very, very little being
accomplished that is in the interest of
democracy.

I recently went to El Salvador, ap-
pointed by the President to observe the
elections there. We are making
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progress. But we face a house of cards
in El Salvador.

What we need is, we have a new
President there, just elected, who
frankly, as one Member of Congress, I
am not sure has a moral compass and
the people around him, I am not so
sure about.

The last place we want these new
leaders to go is the School of the Amer-
icas. More than two-thirds of the Sal-
vadoran soldiers named by the Truth
Commission report on human rights
abuses in El Salvador were graduates
of the School of the Americas. By itself
that should be enough to cause some
serious soul searching.

We need to close the school and close
it today.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. COLLINS].

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to oppose the amendment of
the gentleman from Massachussetts
and to support the U.S. Army School of
the Americas. The School is specialized
in training select Latin American mili-
tary officers in military operations,
teaching the values of democracy, and,
yes, the need for human rights.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachussetts has been wrong in his
past statements that Haitian Police
Chief Michel Francois was a student of
the School. Since 1963, not one Haitian
student has attended the School of the
Americas. It is simply wrong to sug-
gest that any member of the current
Haitian regime has ever attended the
School.

Similarly, there has been a notice-
able absence of Cuban officers enrolled
at the School. In its history, the
School has never graduated a single
Cuban officer. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out that the common
characteristic of the Haitian and
Cuban governments is that they are
the only two remaining countries in
Latin America that are nondemocratic.

Since the School was established in
1946 as the U.S. Army Caribbean Train-
ing Center, over 58,000 Latin American
officers have graduated, and many have
gone on to hold prominent positions in
their country’s military and govern-
ment.

In 1963, the focus of the School was
sharpened by President John F. Ken-
nedy, and it was renamed the School of
the Americas. The focus of the School
became the teaching of Latin Amer-
ican armies how to defend against So-
viet and Cuban inspired subversion.
This was the goal, even if it meant sup-
porting a dictator or a military coup.

Well Mr. Chairman, the times and
politics of Latin America changed, and
s0, too, did the direction of the School.
In 1983, President Reagan moved the
School to Fort Benning, GA, with the
focus again redirected to emphasize the
role of a professional military force in
a democratic society. Today, this in-
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cludes instruction in effective response
to drug trafficking, natural disasters,
and respect for human rights.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, there was resist-
ance to democracy in El Salvador, Ec-
nador, Venezuela and other Latin
American nations. And, yes, there were
lives lost in this transition. Sacrifices
were made, but not in vain. Democracy
in each nation has prevailed. And due
to those lives sacrificed, Human rights
is a major part of the curriculum at
the School.

Over 35 Latin American nations are
now governed by such a democracy
with only 2 nations continuing to suf-
fer under dictatorships. The School has
represented a significant investment in
this success of democracy throughout
the region. Do not throw this invest-
ment in democracy out the window.

I urge the Members to defeat the
Kennedy amendment, and continue to
support the teachings of democracy in
our hemisphere.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.
yield myself 30 seconds.

I want to clarify for the record the
fact is that this school has, in fact,
suggested that they have begun to
teach human rights at the school. I had
the individual who was hired by the
school come to my office and tell me
that when he taught human rights at
the school, he was ridiculed. He was
abused, and he says that the notion
that this school has reformed itself is a
joke,

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Georgia [Ms.
MCKINNEY].

Ms. McCKINNEY. Mr, Chairman, I
once again come before this House with
grave concern about the School of the
Americas.

Rather than assisting to establish de-
mocracy in a part of the world so im-
portant to us, the great tradition of
School of the Americas results in a
who’s-who of the hemisphere's dic-
tators. In Honduras, Panama, Bolivia,
Argentina, Perd, and Ecuador the stain
of the School of the Americas remains.

The graduates of the School of the
Americas include dictators and soldiers
implicated in human rights violations
all over Latin America thanks to the
American taxpayer.

No more should our American sol-
diers be introduced to the position of
being sent into dangerous situations in
order to clean up the mess made by a
few of the graduates of the School of
the Americas.

At its best, the school is ineffective.
And at its worst, it gives future dic-
tators the skills to overthrow civilian
democratic governments.

I ask the House to vote today to
close the doors on the School of the
Americas—the School for Dictators.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI], chairman of
the Subcommittee on Western Hemi-

Chairman, I
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sphere Affairs of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I understand that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts is well-intentioned, but it is
flawed in its logic. That members of
the armed forces from throughout
Latin America in countries with a his-
tory of human rights abuses and inter-
ference in politics come together with
officers from the military of the United
States with the greatest history of re-
specting political rights and human
rights and by that association them-
selves become transgressors, it defies
logic.

In fact, it defies the facts. Last year
in Venezuela, there was an attempted
coup. It was officers trained by the
United States who put it down.

In El Salvador today, in implement-
ing the peace accords, it is officers
trained by the United States. When
there was an attempted coup in Guate-
mala only 2 years ago, it was officers
trained by the United States.

Have there been transgressors? Of
course, but something must explain
that Latin America is fundamentally
changing. Democracy is the coin of the
realm. Rights are being respected
again. Something is working, and
American policy in this school is a part
of that success.

0 1240

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.
yield myself 30 seconds.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair-
man, that three of the coup leaders in
Guatemala all were graduates of this
school. The notion that somehow our
military are able to influence these
people in these foreign countries is
simply not the case.

We have also brought in, since the
Salvadoran soldiers killed the six
priests, seven or eight of those individ-
uals who killed the priests have come
to America and went to this school
after they killed the priests. That is
the record of this school, and that is
the reputation that rubs off on our
country throughout Latin America.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
KOPETSKI].

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman and
Members, I rise in strong support of
the Kennedy amendment, and want to
make three points. First, if we do want
to help develop leadership skills in
Central America, then let us close the
school, put the $3 or $4 million we put
into that university in creative schol-
arship programs at the University of
California or the University of Georgia.

Second, if we do commit American
troops to Haiti, remember that we
trained the opposition that is going to
be trying to kill our soldiers.

Third, understand the purpose and
the history and track record of this

Chairman, I
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university. It is a university of shame.
This is a university where students
major in murder. This is a university
where they minor in mayhem. They re-
ceive a master's in the art of oppres-
sion, repression, and reprehensible con-
duct by any human rights standard.

In the name of America’s honor, let
us dismantle this university today.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will admonish visitors in the gal-
lery that they are here as guests of the
House of Representatives. Expression
of approval or disapproval of remarks
on the floor is not allowed.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HYDE].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, when this
school was founded in 1946, there were
five Latin American democracies, five.
Today there are over 35 Latin Amer-
ican democracies. As a matter of fact,
there are only two that are dictator-
ships left in Latin America, Haiti and
Cuba. Those are the only two that have
never participated in this School of the
Americas. If we want to talk statistics,
look at that.

What this bill is is Castro’s last gasp.
He must really be enjoying this, and
hoping that they can close down this
school. Jesus Christ had 12 Apostles,
one of whom went wrong. You would
not tell the other 11 to disburse be-
cause one went wrong. John Wayne
Gacey murdered 33 people. I do not
know where he went to high school, but
I would not close it down. I suspect
some people from that school were
pretty decent people.

This is a non sequitur. It does not
follow. Yes, there are bad people. Yes,
some of them go to our schools. How-
ever, are the schools bad? No. These
are American schools, taught by Amer-
ican military. It is a non sequitur. It
does not follow that some people have
done wrong. They have done wrong de-
spite what they were taught, not be-
cause of it.

This is an unwise, to put the most eu-
phemistic tone on it, an unwise amend-
ment, and I hope it is resoundingly de-
feated.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
would inquire how much time I have
remaining.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RAHALL). The time of the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the Kennedy amendment to prohibit
the use of funds for the Army’'s School
of the Americas. This amendment is
about where we have been in the past
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and about where we want to go in the
future. Are we going to continue to up-
hold a tradition of human rights abuse,
or are we going to truly promote de-
mocracy and peace in this hemisphere
and around the world?

The evidence against the School of
the Americas is overwhelming:

Manuel Noriega is a graduate; 124 of
the 247 Colombian officers cited for
human rights violations attended the
school; and two-thirds of the Salva-
doran soldiers cited by the truth com-
mission for murder, torture, and dis-
appearances trained at the School of
the Americas.

A ‘‘yes"” vote today is not going to
erase the human rights tragedies that
have occurred in Latin America, but a
‘‘yes’’ vote will say loud and clear that
the United States will no longer permit
outrageous abuses of human rights by
U.S.-trained foreign militaries. We
have started to see positive changes
taking place in some countries of this
hemisphere, and we need to further the
progress that has been made. A vote for
this amendment will do just that.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | wish to advise
the House of my absence for part of the de-
bate on H.R. 4301, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1995.

Consequently, | want to explain why | re-
quested to be paired as a "nay" vote to the
amendment offered by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. | appreciate the
honesty of his motives in offering this amend-
ment to eliminate operations and maintenance
funding for the U.S. Army School of the Ameri-
cas [SOA]. But | disagree with his assessment
of the school and its graduates. The closure of
the SOA would be detrimental to our relation-
ship with Latin American countries, and could
hinder progress in human rights efforts in
those countries.

The SOA was established under President
John F. Kennedy's Alliance for Progress from
the existing U.S. Army Caribbean Training
Center in Panama. In 1984, the SOA was
moved from Panama to Fort Benning, GA. It
has only been since the early 1980's that
human rights instruction and emphasis has
been a part of the curriculum. Most of the indi-
viduals labeled “dictators” in various reports
and publications attended the school long be-
fore the SOA emphasized human rights. And
since the inclusion of human rights training at
the SOA, the curriculum is structured so that
each student receives, on average, 30 min-
utes of human rights training and/or exposure
every day.

The purpose of the SOA is to provide guid-
ance to Latin American military personnel to
respond to drug trafficking, natural disasters,
and human rights. The SOA emphasizes the
role of a professional military force in a demo-
cratic society. | support these objectives, as
democratically elected civilian governments of
Latin America support them. They welcome
the opportunity to have their soldiers educated
at the SOA because of its emphasis on civilian
control of military forces.

Each year, soldiers from Argentina, Bolivia,
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala,
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Honduras, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay,
Venezuela, and the United States attend the
SOA. No other school in the world with such
a small operations budget brings together fu-
ture civilian and military leaders of 16 coun-
tries in a purposeful effort to prepare for the
future, strengthen alliances within a hemi-
spheric region, and increase mutual under-
standing, cooperation, and the reinforcement
of the principles of democracy among neigh-
boring countries.

Last October, the United States strength-
ened the selection process for candidates
seeking to attend the SOA. This process in-
cludes checking names by U.S. intelligence
agencies and State Deparlment security offi-
cers. In narcolics-producing countries, the
Drug Enforcement Agency, Federal Bureau of
Investigation, and other law enforcement
agencies evaluate possible candidates for any
record of criminality, drug trafficking, or human
rights abuses. The revised process makes it
far more likely that human rights abusers,
criminals, drug traffickers, and those associ-
ated with them, will not become students at
the SOA.

We should understand that the SOA takes
on the very difficult task of teaching students
who often come from countries with long his-
tories of dictatorships and abuse, the value of
promoting human rights. It is difficult to quan-
tify the number of abuses that the SOA's train-
ing has prevented, so this debate often turns
to a name-calling game that has little practical
value. Yes, some 100 of the 58,000 graduates
have documented human rights abuses. But,
we must not forget about the other 57,900
graduates. Over 100 SOA graduates served or
currently serve their nation and its people from
the highest levels of civilian and military of-
fice—from chief executive to commander of
major military units. Furthermore, hundreds of
SOA graduates currently occupy positions of
leadership and command at all levels in their
military and support democratically elected na-
tional leaders.

For example, SOA graduate Gen. Hernan
José Guzman, Colombian Army commander,
led a determined effort to curtail human rights
abuses by initiating innovative programs such
as the assignment of judges to accompany
brigades during counterinsurgency operations.
Their presence helped ensure that the civil
rights of all personnel were protected. Another
graduate, Brig. Gen. Eumenes Fuguet
Borregales, the current Director of Operations
of the Venezuelan Army Staff, helped put
down coup attempts in Caracas—February
and November, 1992—while Commander of
the 31st Infantry Brigade. This list could go on.

In the early eighties, El Salvador was ac-
cused of about 2,000 human rights violations
per month; in the latter part of the decade,
that figure dropped to approximately 20 each
month. Although SOA cannot take all the cred-
it, almost 50 percent of El Salvadoran officers
have graduated from the school since 1986.

Let me make one final observation. If Con-
gress closes the SOA, it will negatively affect
our ability to have a meaningful and cost-ef-
fective vehicle to promote democracy and
human rights within the ranks of the Latin
American military. The State Department, Pen-
tagon, and participating Latin American gov-
ernments all firmly believe the existing SOA
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program is the best approach to achieving im-
portant national security and foreign policy ob-
jectives. If SOA were abolished, training for
Latin American military personnel would be-
come more expensive and fewer officers and
enlisted personnel would be afforded exposure
to U.S. training and values. Opportunities to
develop joint peacekeeping with Latin Amer-
ican nations and exposure to human rights
and democratization training would be re-
duced. And, the United States would lose a
valuable vehicle that exposes non-English-
speaking officers and noncommissed officers
from Latin America to democratic values.

When objectively reviewed, we cannot dis-
pute the fact that the overwhelming majority of
SOA graduates honorably serve their coun-
tries as professional men and women. Clearly,
there is no correlation between reported mis-
conduct by individual SOA graduates and the
professional education and training they re-
ceived at the school. All the evidence, anec-
dotal or empirical, would lead you to the oppo-
site conclusion.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the amendment to end funding for
the School of the Americas and urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Last year, | voted against this amendment
because | believed that it was important to try
and impress upon the Latin American military
officers who trained at the school American
values, especially respect for human rights
and democracy.

However, it is now clear to me that the
school has failed to achieve those objectives.
Instead of providing foreign military officers
with respect for human rights, the school's
graduates have become some of the worst
human rights abusers in the world. Many of
the graduates returned to their home countries
to participate in the violent overthrow of their
governments and seize power themselves.
The fact of the matter is that the School of the
Americas has been a failure.

We have heard many times during this de-
bate that defense cuts are hurting the Amer-
ican men and women who have signed up to
serve our country. Just today, when the Ap-
propriations Committee marked up the military
construction bill, we heard how defense cuts
were resulting in the cancellation of many
housing programs for military families. In my
own State, the National Guard’s Camp Smith
is desperately in need of new housing. Camp
Smith's officers, NCO's, and enlisted men and
women are all living in cramped, dilapidated
quarters. But the resources were not available
to fund new housing at the camp.

If we cannot even afford to adequately
house our own soldiers, how can we continue
to operate this school whose teaching is not
achieving its stated purpose. On this item, it is
time that we get our priorities in order.

| hope my colleagues will join me this year
in voting in support of this important amend-
ment.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, | consider it
both a duty and a privilege to join in opposi-
tion to funding for the School of the Americas.

This is not a school but a scandal. It is a
training ground for dictators and thugs like
Noriega and D'Aubuisson—who get their train-
ing in America with American taxpayers' dol-
lars, and then go home and use their training
to oppress and murder their own people.
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This school for atrocities costs American
taxpayers some $40 million a year, if we count
in salaries and living expenses for the trainees
or perks like free trips to Disney World. What
we get in return is that we get to be identified
with tyranny and oppression.

This is not just a boondoggle, but a shame-
ful and murderous boondoggle which discred-
its the United States at the same time that it
kills the people whose welfare we claim to
support. End the killing and the waste and
stop this scandal.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in op-
position to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].
Simply stated, the School of the Americas re-
mains the most effective way to ensure that
Latin American military personnel respect
human rights and the authority of the emerg-
ing democratic governments in that region.

As the only West Point graduate serving in
this body, | am most sensitive to the heinous
deeds perpetrated by individuals trained by
the U.S. Army. However, | am also acutely
aware of the great contribution that military
personnel can make to a democracy. It is for
both of these reasons that | support preserv-
ing funding for the School of the Americas.

Unfortunately, the positive contributions
made by the vast majority of graduates of the
School of the Americas are forgotten amidst
the talk of those few individuals who have at-
tended the school and later been implicated in
human rights violations. In fact, of the 58,000
officers that have graduated from this institu-
tion over the past 31 years, over 99.3 percent
have gone on to serve their countries in a pro-
fessional and admirable fashion.

Typically, though, the U.S. Army is not
satisified with a failure rate of seven-tenths of
1 percent. In addition to incorporating manda-
tory human rights training into the school’s
curriculum creating an external review board,
the Army has also thoroughly revised the se-
lection process by which candidates gain ad-
mission to the school. This new standardized
screening process requires all potential stu-
dents to earn admission based on a dem-
onstrated history of their respect for the law
and human rights.

Admittedly, there is no guarantee that these
changes will prevent future graduates from be-
traying the democratic ideals drilled into them
at Fort Benning. However, it would be even
more disingenuous to claim that closing the
School of the Americas would prevent future
human rights abuses from occurring.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that we must do all
we can to nurture the growth of democracy in
Latin America. Keeping the School of the
Americas open is critical to that effort because
it is there that the men and women of the U.S.
military interact and communicate most effec-
tively with their Latin American counterparts.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
well intentioned but misguided amendment.

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Kennedy amendment to
terminate funding for the School of the Ameri-
cas.

This amendment will cut $2.5 million for the
school, a small fraction of the amount we
spend on defense in this country. But this
amendment is not just about dollar savings; its
about what those dollars fund.
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There can be no mistake that the School of
the Americas has trained some of the most
despised and corrupt military officers in Latin
America. A list of their graduates reads like a
rogue's gallery of individuals that have
wreaked havoc and destruction on the people
of Latin America.

Roberto D'Aubisson, Leopoldo Galtieri,
Manuel Noriega. Respect and promotion of
human rights do not spring to mind when
these names are read. Graduates of the
School of the Americas have planned and car-
ried out some of the most heinous crimes in
this hemisphere, including the murder of six
Jesuit priests in El Salvador.

The United States, in the course of the past
decade, has spent roughly $6 billion to wage
war in El Salvador. That war is over. The Na-
tion as a whole is reconciling its past and
moving towards a future based on democratic
ideals and respect for human rights.

Our foreign policy should reflect this. We
have spent billions of dollars to wage war, and
we should now be working to ensure that a
new mutual relationship with El Salvador
based on democracy and human rights is es-
tablished. Continued funding for the School of
the Americas is an impediment to that proc-
ess.

People across this Nation are tired of their
tax dollars being used in this way. Bill Thomp-
son from my district has joined with people
from across the country on the steps of the
Capitol for the past month, fasting against
continued funding of the School.

| urge you to support this amendment and
in doing so support the people of this Nation,
the people of Latin America, and the future of
U.S.-Latin American relations.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
time has expired.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] has that right, and
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I have
tried to listen to both sides of the aisle
on this debate. I have a few remarks to
make before we vote.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. I sup-
port this amendment, not, Mr. Chair-
man, because there are not good and
honorable U.S. personnel currently em-
ployed at the school; not because there
are not any School of the Americas
graduates who moved on without be-
coming heinous human rights abusers;
and, finally, not because I wish to deny
Latin American military the oppor-
tunity to obtain training in our coun-
try.

Rather, Mr. Chairman, I support the
amendment because during the cold
war ordinary people in Latin America
came to see the school as the U.S. mili-
tary institution at which their most
brutal and vicious oppressors honed
their military skills. Several of the
previous speakers have outlined spe-
cifically who those persons were. I
choose not to speak to it further.

All
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Let me say there have been, on nu-
merous occasions, Members who have
arisen in the well of the House to talk
about sending signals to other parts of
the world about our commitment to de-
mocracy, our commitment to human
rights, sending signals from this Con-
gress. We have an opportunity from
these Chambers to send a signal.

The people of the region, Mr. Chair-
man, fought long and hard to free
themselves of oppressive regimes. In
some cases like Haiti, Mr. Chairman,
the struggle continues. However, in the
many years that it has been in exist-
ence, the School of the Americas has
not exactly established an outstanding
reputation as promoting democracy,
protecting human rights, or condemn-
ing or isolating brutal militaries.

The cold war, Mr. Chairman, and all
of its anxieties are behind us. The cold
war is over. We must now, through the
adoption of this amendment, in this
gentleman’s humble opinion, signal to
our neighbors that we are at last free
to pursue regional relationships that
are healthy, dignified, and respectful.

Mr. Chairman, these are the corner-
stones of which the promotion of true
democracy rests, and the establish-
ment of mutual beneficial ties in a
multiplicity of spheres, at a multiplic-
ity of levels. That is the signal here.

We often know that we do many
things that speak to symbolism. What
better form of symbolism, Mr. Chair-
man, to say that we walk away from
the tyranny of training oppressors.

If our Latin American neighbors per-
ceive us as operating a school that has
done that, what better way to do it in
a post-cold-war environment than to
get rid of that?

Mr. Chairman, with the passage of
this amendment, Latin American mili-
tary personnel, and this speaks to the
issue that our distinguished minority
whip raised, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], they would be free
and welcome fto continue receiving
military training in the United States.
However, instead of being isolated in a
so-called Latin American school envi-
ronment, why not train them in the
same places that we train every other
leader throughout the world?

It sends an incredibly bad message,
given the history of oppression and vio-
lence that has taken place in this
hemisphere from the School of the
Americas.

So for those who say we need train-
ing, there is no problem about training.
There is no lack of capacity. However,
why train in the School of the Ameri-
cas and train other world leaders some-
place else? Let them all train together.
They can benefit from the military-to-
military contact that speaks to civil-
ian rule and democratic principles.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Kennedy
amendment gives the United States an
important opportunity to signal a new
beginning, symbolically as well as sub-
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stantively, in our dealings with the re-
gion. It presents and represents an op-
portunity to break, both symbolically
and substantially, with all of the errors
and all of the pain of the past.

I would argue that we step forward
boldly into a new reality, into a new
future, into a new set of relationships.
I urge my colleagues to vote for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have said on other
occasions that 1 have been amazed at
the fact that our maker has endowed
us with minds that allow us to look at
the same facts and arrive at conclu-
sions 180 degrees apart from one an-
other.
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Having said that, I never cease to be
amazed at the agility of the minds of
our liberal friends. They can stand rea-
son on its head.

Someone said not long ago that lib-
erals cause arthritis. I do not know if
that is true or not. But they cause all
kinds of other mischief. Today is a
good example.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN].

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the distinguished ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on
Armed Services yielding to me, and I
join with my colleagues from Georgia
and my former colleagues from the
Committee on Armed Services in op-
posing in the most strong as possible
terms this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, The purpose of the
School of the Americas is to develop
and conduct doctrinally sound, rel-
evant, and cost-effective military
training. It is designed to foster co-
operation among Latin American ar-
mies, to promote military professional-
ism, and to expand knowledge of Unit-
ed States customs and democratic tra-
ditions to the armed forces of Latin
America.

The question then arises, is the
School of the Americans meeting these
objectives? In my opinion, there is no
doubt that this institution is an over-
all success story.

The School of the Americas has laid
a strong democratic base for the more
than 58,000 Latin American and Carib-
bean military officers, cadets, and non-
commissioned officers who have suc-
cessfully completed the professional
military education and training
courses. Without this school there is no
way to tell how many Latin Americans
would have faired at the hands of their
leaders. There is no way to tell how
many might have been treated
inhumanely and denied the basic fair-
ness associated with democratic prin-
ciples. But the presence of this school
has been an important reason that de-
mocracy now flourishes in Latin Amer-
ica.
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I will not deny that several students
of the School of the Americas have
been abusive to the citizens of their na-
tion. However, I would suggest that
these abuses are not a product of the
School of the Americas. These abuses
would have occurred regardless of par-
ticipation in the school's courses. I do
not believe that anyone here really be-
lieves that this school is teaching
Latin Americans to return to their
country and deny the principles of de-
mocracy and violate human rights.
That is inconceivable and it simply is
not happening.

What has happened is that a small
percentage of graduates of the school
have returned to their country and
been abusive. But I submit, this is the
responsibility of the individual, not the
School of the Americas. We simply
cannot close an institution because a
small percentage of participants are
bad. If we closed every institution that
had a few bad participants, none of us
would come to work Monday because
we would have to close Congress.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the School
of the Americas is critical if the demo-
cratic gains we have made in Latin
America are to continue. I urge opposi-
tion to this amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the School of the
Americas is taught by your military
officers. Those military officers are
your neighbors, your friends in some
cases, your children, your grand-
children, and who can say that associ-
ating with American officers the cali-
ber of Colin Powell is not going to
make those particular Latin American
officers most honest, more supportive
of democracy and more in keeping with
our traditions and values?

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
LAUGHLIN].

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding and I
would say that my friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is right in
the facts he cited but the gentleman
did not cite all the facts and, that is,
there have been over 58,000 Latin
American officers being exposed to de-
mocracy in America and where better
should we expose those people that
come from regions of the world to de-
mocracy than in our own country
where our military has a history of
being subservient to civilian control?

Mr. Chairman, we have heard all the
horrible examples that have been cited.
Let me give two success stories of the
graduates:

First, none of the Haiti rulers today
in power went to that school. Second,
General Guzman, Colombian army
commander, has instituted human
rights reform by assigning judges to
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the brigades as they go out in the field.
Third, Brig. Gen. Borregales has helped
put down coup attempts in Venezuela.

Mr. Chairman, this is what democ-
racy training at the School of the
Americas is about.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Kennedy amendment. This
is an extremely ill-advised idea, based
on sensationalism and Thyped-up
charges against a key part of our strat-
egy to spread democracy in Latin
America. And the School of the Ameri-
cas is that key part of our strategy.

Over 58,000 graduates, the over-
whelming majority of whom have never
ever been implicated in human rights
abuses, have returned home to serve
their countries honorably. And who
today would claim that our Latin
American strategy has not been work-
ing, Mr, Speaker? That is, who except
Fidel Castro and the thug who runs
Haiti, the only two remaining dictators
in Latin America?

In the early 1980's, Latin America
was almost completely run by dic-
tators. It was awash in civil war and
violent repression. Today, as I said it is
just these two pathetic thugs in Ha-
vana and Port-au-Prince.

Our military training of these people
works. To those who say that we en-
courage and even teach repression to
Latin American officers, I would offer
the example of El Salvador. Would the
supporters of this amendment really
claim that repression in El Salvador
increased in proportion with our mili-
tary involvement? The facts say other-

wise.

In 1981, death squad killings exceeded
800 per month. By 1987, after several
years of U.8. involvement, including
training at the School of the Americas,
total political killings were under 100.

Mr. Chairman, today Latin America
is making great strides toward democ-
racy. Political violence is way down.
Free-market economics has conguered
Marxism. The unbearably stupid and
stultifying doctrines of Third World
ideology and liberation theology are on
the ash heap of history.

But let's face it. The military is
deeply entrenched in Latin American
history and culture. Rather than pre-
tend this isn't so, as this amendment
does, we need to recognize reality and
continue to work to make that reality
better.

Mr. Chairman let’s kill this very bad
amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
not an easy issue. Both sides have
made valid arguments about whether
the School of the Americas should be
maintained or terminated.

I strongly support continued funding
for the School of the Americas. How-
ever, my support is with an important
qualification—that the changes the ad-
ministration has told us are underway
be implemented promptly and uncondi-
tionally.

This includes changes in the courses
of instruction, the amount of human
rights training, the candidate vetting
process, the creation and implementa-
tion of an outside civilian advisory
board, and opening the school to a larg-
er number of civilian instructors and
students.

The United States Army has a posi-
tive contribution to make in the evo-
lution of Latin American militaries.
Our values as a society can be—and
have been—transmitted to a large
number of Latin officers through the
School of the Americas.

This is not to ignore the number of
Latin officers who have committed
abuses after being trained at the
school. I do not believe, however, that
their subsequent conduct resulted from
the training they received at the
school. They were bad apples, pure and
simple.

Based on a recent joint State Depart-
ment-U.S. Army briefing for Foreign
Affairs Committee staff, the School of
the Americas recognizes that the cold
war is over and that the school must

reflect new missions, including
counternarcotics, peacekeeping, and
demining.

We need an effective mechanism to
develop and conduct doctrinally sound,
relevant, and cost-effective military
training; to foster cooperation with
Latin American armies; to promote
military professionalism; and to ex-
pand knowledge of United States demo-
cratic traditions to Latin armed forces.

Rather than arbitrarily discontinu-
ing the School of the Americas, we
would be better served by requiring
that we support it and make it live up
to the legislative mandates that at-
tended its establishment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, a
former Member who left here in dis-
grace graduated from my college. I do
not want to shut it down.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RaHALL). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was recorded.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice and there were—ayes 175, noes 217,
not voting 46, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews (ME)
Applegate
Baesler
Barca
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Berman
Blackwell
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin

Carr

Clay
Clayton
Coble
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Coyne

de Lugo (VI)
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dooley
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish
Foglietta
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Gejdenson
Glickman

Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Archer
Armey
Bacchus (FL)
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp

[Roll No, 190]

AYES—175

Gonzalez
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Harman
Hastings
Hefner
Hinchey
Hochbrueckner
Hoke
Holden
Inslee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kopetski
Kreidler
Lambert
LaRocco
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCloskey
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meyers
Mfume
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal (MA)
Norton (DC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

NOES—217

Canady
Castle
Chapman
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Coppersmith
Cox

Cramer
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal

DeLay
Derrick
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Everett
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Fowler
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Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Richardson
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shays
Shepherd
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Taylor (NC)
Thompson
Thurman
Torkildsen
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Walsh
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Yates

Franks (CT)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Green
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Herger
Hilliard
Hoagland
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
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Huffington McKeon Santorum
Hughes McMillan Sarpalius
Hunter McNulty Saxton
Hutchinzon Meek Schaefer
Hutto M d Sct
Hyde Mica Scott
Inglis Miller (FL) Shaw
Inhofe Molinari Shuster
Istook Mollohan Sisisky
Jefferson Montgomery Skeen
Johnson (GA) Moorhead Skelton
Johnson (SD) Murtha Smith (MI)
Johnson, Sam Myers Smith (NJ)
Kaptur Ortiz Smith (OR)
Kasich Oxley Snowe
Kennelly Packard Solomon
Kim Parker Spence
King Paxon Spratt
Kingston Payne (VA) Stearns
Klein Peterson (FL) Stump
Knollenberg Petri Talent
Kyl Pickett Tanner
Lancaster Pombo Tauzin
Lantos Porter Taylor (MS)
Laughlin Portman Tejeda
Lazio Poshard Torricelli
Levy Pryce (OH) Traficant
Lightfoot Quillen Tucker
Linder Quinn Underwood (GU)
Lipinski Reed Visclosky
Lloyd Regula Vucanovich
Lucas Reynolds Walker
Machtley Ridge Weldon
Mann Rogers Whitten
Manzullo Rohrabacher Wise
Mazzoli Romero-Barcelo  Wolf
McCandless (PR) Wynn
McCrery Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK)
McCurdy Roth Young (FL)
McDade Rowland Zeliff
McHugh Royce Zimmer
Mclnnis Rush
NOT VOTING—46

Barlow Gordon Rose
Becerra Grams Rostenkowski
Brooks Grandy Sawyer
Brown (CA) Kolbe Slattery
Calvert LaFalce Smith (IA)
Clement Lehman Smith (TX)
Crane Lewis (CA) Stenholm
Dingell Lewis (FL) Sundquist
Dixon Livingston Thomas (CA)
Emerson McCollum Thomas (WY)
Faleomavaega Michel Thornton

(AS) Miller (CA) Torres
Farr Murphy Towns
Flake Neal (NC) Washington
Ford (MI) Pickle Wilson
Gephardt Roberts
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Slattery for, with Mr. Dingell against.

Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr. La-
Falce against.

Mr. Sawyer for, with Mr. Calvert against.

Mr. Becerra for, with Mr. Kolbe against.

Mr. Washington for, with Mr. Thomas of
California, against.

Mr. Grams for, with Mr. Emerson against.

Mr. RICHARDSON changed his vote
from *“‘no" to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I do
s0 in order to explain to my colleagues
that it would be the intention of this
chairman to move that the Committee
do now rise.

The reason that we do so is because
there still remains important debate
on two significant amendments, one of-
fered by the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and one
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offered by this gentleman, regarding
the selective service draft registration.
These are important issues. They need
to be discussed and debated and voted
upon. The problem we have is one of
time constraint.

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked ei-
ther to have the debate and roll votes
over until Monday, which seems to me
to be a rather bizarre process because I
think the votes ought to occur at the
time we debate, otherwise by Monday
Members are not even sure what they
are voting on.

So it is the judgment of his person, if
everyone concurs, that the Committee
would now rise and come back on Mon-
day, have the debate on these issues,
vote on Monday rather than rolling the
votes, which seems to me to be a much
more rational way to proceed.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I certainly yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is cer-
tainly a reasonable request. The Com-
mittee on Rules is about to come to an
agreement on a rule for the remainder
of this most important bill that will
come before this body this year or any
other year. We need to meet this after-
noon, and we cannot meet if we are on
this floor during the next hours on
these two amendments. I think it is a
reasonable request, and certainly we on
this side would agree to it.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY.
chairman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
an idea, maybe the gentleman has stat-
ed it, does he have any idea when these
last two amendments would come up? I
am interested in the suspensions.

Mr. DELLUMS. Reclaiming my time,
these two amendments, the regular
order would be to finish the amend-
ments that were laid out in the first
rule that we adopted. So it would mean
that the Solomon amendment and the
Dellums amendment would be the first
two items to be debated and voted
upon. That is the regular order under
the proceedings of the first rule.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
we have suspension bills. I would as-
sume that we would go back on this
bill after the suspensions.

Mr. DELLUMS. That is a call of the
leadership. I am simply saying that at
the time that the DOD authorization
bill, H.R. 4301, comes to the floor, these
two amendments would be debated
first.

I thank the
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Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the
leadership will make a scheduling an-
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nouncement later, but these two items
will be debated first when we come
back on this bill.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, what I
am concerned about is most of the
Members will not be back in this body
to participate in that debate. If we just
come back, and we take up both of
these bills, most of the Members are
going to be on airplanes across Amer-
ica coming back and will not have the
opportunity to participate.

Mr. DELLUMS. Not if they do the
suspensions first; and, No. 2, this gen-
tleman has to fly all the way to Cali-
fornia. But my job is also to be back
here Monday, and I plan to do that, as
I am sure the gentleman has planned to
do.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, there
are 17 suspension on Monday. There is
no chance any debate will take place
on this before 5 o'clock. I am sure
every Member will be back in time for
that.

Mr. DELLUMS. So, Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman is going to be protected;
no problem.

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 4301, the Department of Defense au-
thorization for fiscal year 1995. This legislation
makes great strides to balance our national
security needs with Federal deficit concerns.
H.R. 4301 accomplishes this goal and bolsters
our ability to conduct national security given
the end of the cold war and the domestic eco-
nomic situation.

One such stride is a provision in the com-
mittee report which deals with an issue that |
have had an interest in since the early 1980’s.
At issue is the possible use of the B-1B in
maritime support roles for the Navy. During
these time of tighter budgets, like many of my
colleagues, | have concerns for protecting our
military’s state of readiness. Specifically, with
an aging carrier fleet and a reduction in the
number of new carrier battle groups, the time
is right to revisit the issue of assigning the
B-1B to maritime roles.

In its report, the committee has asked the
Department of Defense to give serious consid-
eration to the feasibility of the B-1B being
used in maritime roles. The committee directs
Secretary Perry to review this option and re-
port back to the relevant committees no later
than April 15, 1995. Mr. Chairman, because
the committee has taken this action | chose
not to ask for an amendment to H.R. 4301
asking for such a study. However, | wait with
great interest for the results of this study and
stand prepared to take the necessary actions
to ensure that Secretary Perry and the Depart-
ment give this option every consideration.

Currently, the Navy plans to retire its' A-6E
force by 1998. This will leave the Navy without
an aircraft having all weather strike capabilities
until the proposed Joint Advanced Strike
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Technology [JAST] Program produces an
operational aircraft. Such an aircraft is not es-
timated to be operational until 2007. The abil-
ity of the carrier battle group to remain on sta-
tion as a demonstration of U.S. interest, con-
cern, and resolve cannot be duplicated by any
Air Force. Given the essential role of the car-
rier battle group in U.S. diplomacy, it is impor-
tant that they are in a constant state of readi-

ness.

Simultaneously, Russia is maintaining a
strong Navy, strongly oriented to the
anticarrier mission. It is making efforts to de-
velop new highly capable antiship missiles, for
use by their navy and for sale to others. Many
of the Republics in the former Soviet Union
are obtaining Naval and other forces which
pose potential threats to U.S. carrier baitle
groups and maintain a presence in areas of
concern to the United States. This will without
question place our ships and sailors at risk.
Unfortunately the tactical protection through an
all weather strike ility can only be
achieved through tactical control of the assets
by the battle group commander which cannot
be based in the United States.

Recently, Gen. Merrill McPeak of the Air
Force recently called for the 30 to 36 B-1B's
be placed in “attrition reserve” as called for in
the Clinton administration's Bottom-Up Review
[BUR]. Under this plan, these aircraft will not
undergo the modification program projected
for the B-1B fleet to fit it for conventional mis-
sions as called for in H.R. 4301. The Con-
gress has spent $20 billion—$30 billion in to-
day's dollars—on the B—1B and less than 10
years after the first delivery the Air Force is
planning to scrap about one-third of its fleet.
This is the sort of waste which breeds popular
cynicism about the Pentagon, the Congress,

and Government.

| suggest that the Air Force be forced to
modify the entire B-1B fleet. If the Air Force
finds a surplus of the aircraft, | believe this
surplus could be put to good use by the Navy,
pending the reintroduction of a carrier based
aircraft with all-weather strike capabilities.
There are several reasons why the B-1B's
should be considered for helping to project
naval capabilities throughout the world. The
two most important being readiness and tax-
payer savings. Using the B-1B in this role is
an opportunity for the American taxpayer to
get the most value out of a ready strategic in-
vestment. Therefore, Mr. Speaker the B-1B's
must be used to defend our sea lanes and
compensate for bomber shortages created by
our aging bomber and carrier fleets.

There is consensus among the American
people and this Congress that we commit con-
siderable amounts of taxpayer dollars to our
national defense. This Congress must do ev-
erything in its' power to ensure that our invest-
ment in national defense is maximized. There-
fore, we must guarantee that this Government
make the fullest use of the weapons systems
it procures. It is in this spirit that | urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 4301.

r. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KIL-
DEE) having assumed the chair, Mr. Ra-
HALL, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
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State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 4301) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 1995 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 1995,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the actions taken by this
body thus far on the bill, H,R. 4301.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the reguest of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

e —
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Speaker, I was ab-
sent on Friday, May 20, 1994, and was
not present for rollcall votes 188, 189,
and 190. But had I been in Washington
and not my congressional district, I
would have voted to approve the Dicks
amendment to H.R. 4301, I would have
voted against the Penny amendment to
H.R. 4301, and against the Kennedy
amendment to H.R. 4301. On rollcall
vote No. 188, ‘‘yea’’; On rollcall vote
No. 189, ““nay’’; and on rollcall vote No.
190, “‘nay™.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably absent on official business on Friday,
May 20, 1994 for rolicall vote No. 190. Had |
been present on the House floor | would have
cast my vote as follows:

Roll No. 190: “Yea" on Representative KEn-
NEDY's amendment to prohibit any funds au-
thorized in the bill H.R. 4301, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1995, to
be used to operate the Army School of the
Americas.

e ———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, due to
commitments in Florida, | was unable to vote
today on the House's partial consideration of
the 1995 defense authorization. Had | been
here, | would have voted “yes” on the Dicks
amendment, “no” on the Penny amendment,
and “no” on the Kennedy amendment to close
the School of the Americas.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL
CONFEREES ON H.R. 322, MIN-
ERAL EXPLORATION AND DE-
VELOPMENT ACT OF 1993

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing additional conferees on the bill
(H.R. 322) to modify the requirements
applicable to locatable minerals on
public domain lands, consistent with
the principles of self-initiation of min-
ing claims, and for other purposes:
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing additional conferees:

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Agriculture for consid-
eration of sections 107, 201-09, 301-04,
404, 407, 408, 411, 416, 418, and 419 of the
House bill, and sections 7-10 and 12 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
DE LA GARZA, ROSE, and ROBERTS.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Education and Labor,
for consideration of section 7 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs. FORD
of Michigan, MURPHY, and FAWELL.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
for consideration of sections 3, 201-08,
301-03, 414, and 420 of the House bill,
and sections 7, 8, and 12 of the Senate
amendment, and meodifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. DINGELL,
SWIFT, and CRAPO.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for consideration of section
3, 201-09, 301-04, and 414 of the House
bill, and sections 7, 8, and 12 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs.
STUDDS, HUGHES, and FIELDS of Texas.

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 236. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the 1994 Special Olympiecs Torch
Relay to be run through the Capitol
Grounds.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 3355), an act to
amend the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 to allow grants
to increase police presence, to expand
and improve cooperative efforts be-
tween law enforcement agencies and
members of the community to address
crime and disorder problems, and oth-
erwise to enhance public safety, agrees
to the conference asked by the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. METZENBAUM,
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr.
GRASSLEY to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

CONGRESS EXCEEDS DELEGATED
POWERS IN ITS MANDATES TO
THE STATES
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I received two resolutions from the
Colorado State Legislature, and I
would like to share those with the
Members and put them in the RECORD
as a reminder to us.

The first resolution talks about the
10th amendment and reminds us that
the powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohib-
ited by it to the States, are States’
powers, powers of the people, and that
we should keep our hands off of that.

The second one goes a little further.
The second one says, “We have had it,
we are tired of it, and we are not going
to take it any more." They have in-
structed the attorney general of the
State of Colorado to file legal action
against the United States of America
to say, ‘“You cannot do this any more
based on the Constitution,” and they
have encouraged other States to join
with them in this suit.

We must change the way we look. We
cannot sit here on the Potomac and
pretend that we are all-wise and all-
powerful, and that we have the corner
on what is best for every State in the
Union. The Federal Government, Mr.
Speaker, did not create the States for
its benefit, the States created the Fed-
eral Government for their benefit. We
have to change the way we look at
this.

Mr. BSpeaker, I include for the
RECORD the two resolutions referred to:
HoOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 94-1035, COLORADO
STATE LEGISLATURE

Whereas, The 10th Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States reads as fol-
lows:

“The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people.””; and

Whereas, The 10th Amendment defined the
total scope of federal power as being that
specifically granted by the United States
Constitution and no more; and

Whereas, The scope of power defined by the
10th Amendment means that the Federal
government was created by the States spe-
cifically to be an agent of the states; and

Whereas, Today, in 1994, the states are de-
monstrably treated as agents of the federal
government; and

Whereas, Numerous resolutions have been
forwarded to the federal government by the
Colorado General Assembly without any re-
sponse or result from Congress or the federal
government; and

Whereas, Many federal mandates are di-
rectly in violation of the 10th Amendment to
the Constitution of the United States; and

Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court has ruled in New York v. United States,
112 8. Ct. 2408 (1992), that Congress may not
simply commandeer the legislative and regu-
latory processes of the States; and

Whereas, A number of proposals from pre-
vious administrations and some now pending
from the present administration and from
Congress may further violate the United
States Constitution; now, therefore,

Be It Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Fifty-ninth General Assembly of the
State of Colorado, the Senate concurring herein:

(1) That the State of Colorado hereby
claims sovereignty under the 10th Amend-
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ment to the Constitution of the United
States over all powers not otherwise enumer-
ated and granted to the federal government
by the United States Constitution.

(2) That this serve as Notice and Demand
to the federal government, as our agent, to
cease and desist, effective immediately,
mandates that are beyond the scope of its
constitutionally delegated powers.

Be It Further Resolved, That copies of this
Resolution be sent to the President of the
United States, the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, the Speak-
er of the House and the President of the Sen-
ate of each state’s legislature of the United
States of America, and Colorado’s Congres-
sional delegation.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 94-1027, COLORADO
STATE LEGISLATURE

Whereas, The Constitution of the United
States envisions sovereign states and guar-
antees the states a republican form of gov-
ernment in which decisions are made by the
elected representatives of the people; and

Whereas, The state and local governments
in Colorado are losing their power to act on
behalf of their citizens, as the power of gov-
ernment is moving farther away from the
people into the hands of federal agencies and
officials who are not elected and who are un-
aware of the needs and concerns of Colorado
and other states; and

Whereas, With increasing and alarming
frequency important decisions affecting the
lives of Colorado citizens are being made by
the federal government in the form of both
funded and unfunded federal mandates im-
posed on the states; and

Whereas, Congress fails to provide ade-
quate means to implement many of the fed-
eral mandates directed to the states which
places state governments in a vice that
threatens to squeeze state resources beyond
their limits, and

Whereas, Imposition of unfunded federal
mandates requires states to fund the federal
requirements with diminishing state reve-
nues or jeopardize their eligibility for cer-
tain federal funds; and

Whereas, The states and Congress should
engage in earnest discussions to resolve the
difficult position that states are forced into
by their efforts to comply with the growing
number of unfunded federal mandates, be-
cause their trend could eliminate state flexi-
bility to effectively deal with local problems
as limited state resources are diverted to
funding federally mandated programs; and

Whereas, Federal mandates threaten the
fiscal integrity of the states and their right
of self-determination; and

Whereas, The United States Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations rec-
ommended in a July 1993 report that ‘‘the
federal government institute a moratorium
on mandates for at least two years and con-
duct a review of mandating to restore bal-
ance, partnership, and state and local self-
government in the federal system™ and that
the “Supreme Court reexamine the constitu-
tionality of mandating as a principle’’; and

Whereas, Numerous federal laws impose
mandates on the state of Colorado, includ-
ing, but not limited to the following: Asbes-
tos School Hazard Abatement Act; Family
and Medical Leave Act; Safe Drinking Water
Act; Clean Air Act; Americans with Disabil-
ities Act; National Voter Registration Act;
Title XIX of the federal *“‘Social Security
Act"; and Water Pollution Control Act; and

Whereas, The members of the Colorado
General Assembly want the members of the
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Colorado congressional delegation to fully
understand the impact the actions of the fed-
eral government have on the state of Colo-
rado, especially the difficulties imposed on
the General Assembly in its effort to allo-
cate resources to a large number of pressing
state needs; and

Whereas, The federal court system affords
a means to liberate the states from the grip
of federal mandates and to give the power to
govern back to the people; now, therefore,

Be It Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Fifty-ninth General Assembly of the
State of Colorado, the Senate concurring herein:

That legal action challenging the constitu-
tionality of both funded and unfunded fed-
eral mandates, the court rulings that hinder
state management of state issues, and the
authority of the federal government to man-
date state action is necessary to restore,
maintain, and advance the state of Colo-
rado's sovereignty and authority over issues
that affect Colorado and the well-being of its
citizens.

Be It Further Resolved, That the Colorado
Attorney General examine and challenge by
legal action, in the name of and on behalf of
the state of Colorado, federal mandates,
court rulings, the authority granted to or as-
sumed by the federal government, and laws,
regulations and practices of the federal gov-
ernment to the extent they infringe on the
state of Colorado's sovereignty or authority
over issues affecting its citizens.

Be It Further Resolved, That all of the
states are urged to participate in any legal
action brought pursuant to this joint resolu-
tion and that the Colorado Attorney General
shall request and encourage such participa-
tion and shall cooperate with other states in
any legal action that includes issues of joint
concern.

Be It Further Resolved, That copies of this
joint resolution be sent to the Attorney Gen-
eral and presiding officers of both houses of
the legislatures of each of the states in the
United States, the President of the United
States, the Clerk of the United States House
of Representatives, the Secretary of the
United States Senate, and to each member of
the Colorado Congressional Delegation.

CHARACTER IN GENERAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address my remaining col-
leagues, those watching on television,
and a million and a half Americans
who are still following the proceedings
about the issue of character.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when character is
mentioned in this Chamber, the Par-
liamentarians get uptight. Everybody
thinks it is focused in on one person
down at the White House. The tremors
start. We implement old rules that are
supposed to govern the discourse
among ourselves in this Chamber and
the other body, the U.S. Senate. Sud-
denly we are cranking in the executive
branch, though I don’t remember the
House leadership being so sensitive
when Republicans were in the White
House and regularly subjected to harsh
language.

There is a new scandal on the front
page every day. The front page of the
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L.A. Times mentions a scandal that I
am not allowed to put into the RECORD.
So instead I will speak about character
in general.

In the paper the other day a lady
found a faded newspaper clipping from
1924 tucked away in her grandmother’'s
book, the grandmother having long ago
gone to heaven. It was a book on public
speaking. The book was 70 years old.
The lady, Elizabeth Agnes Walsh of
Curtis, NY, was the grandmother of the
lady who brought this to the news-
paper's attention. The clipping was an
article penned by none other than
President Calvin Coolidge, our Nation's
30th President and President Ronald
Reagan’s favorite President. The man
who defined patriotism as ‘“‘looking out
for yourself by looking out for your
country.”
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Coolidge titled his short piece ““What
the Country Needs," and, Mr. Speaker,
if these are not powerful words pertain-
ing to this very hour in American his-
tory, I do not know what are.

This is what President Coolidge said:

In America *‘we do not need more material
development; we need more spiritual devel-
opment.

We do not need more intellectual power; we
need more moral power.

We do not need more knowledge; we need
more character.

We do not need more government, we need
more culture.

We do not need more law; we need more reli-
gion.

We do not need more of the things that are
seen; we need more of the things that
are unseen.

At 4 o'clock today I will appear on a
television show called ‘‘Sally Jessy
Raphael” about the major scandal of
the moment. It was recorded last Fri-
day.

Mr. Speaker, though Ms. Raphael and
her staff were very nice, I will never
again accept an invitation to appear on
one of these tabloid shows. I am used
to three against one, four against one,
but nine against two? Thank heavens, I
had a great Republican lady lawyer
from New York, from the liberal wing
of my party, with me. She did a great
job, better than I did. But as this Sally
Jessy Raphael show goes across the
country, people will realize that there
are forces attempting to burn at the
stake, like Jeanne d’Arc, anybody who
dares speak up truthfully against the
current occupant of 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue.

Mr. Speaker, we need character, as
we always do, as every Nation does.
Character does matter.

SUPPORT THE C-17—-SUPPORT OUR
TROOPS IN THE FIELD

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. KIL-
DEE). Under the Speaker's announced
policy of February 11, 1994, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HORN] is
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recognized for 40 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
discuss a very important subject that
will come before this House and the
American people next Tuesday after-
noon, and that is an amendment to re-
turn the Defense Authorization Act for
our armed services to what the Presi-
dent recommended was with reference
to the C-17 military airlift aircraft.

Next week we are going to be asked
to make one of the most important de-
cisions and cast one of the most signifi-
cant votes of this particular Congress.
How we vote and what we decide re-
garding the fate of the C-17 will di-
rectly affect the ability of our forces to
succeed in time of conflict. It will also
directly affect the ability of this Na-
tion to deliver humanitarian aid to
countries that have problems of starva-
tion.

Senior military leaders and theater
commanders have consistently cited
strategic lift as critical to their ability
to provide reinforcements and nec-
essary equipment to the young men
and women serving our Nation on the
front line of the world's trouble spots.

Particularly as our Nation reduces
the size of its military and its presence
around the world, it is essential that
we have the ability required to project
force from our shores. That is why it is
essential that we restore the C-17 line
in the fiscal year 1995 Defense Author-
ization Act to the President's request
of six (6) aircraft.

It is important to heed the message
of the letter of May 17, 1994, which the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Gen. John Shalikashvili, sent to the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services of the House, the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

This is what the general said:

As I look into the future, it is clear that
America's combat commanders will become
increasingly dependent upon strategic mobil-
ity * * * America must have a core airlifter
to replace the aging C-141. The continuing
myths of a service life extension program for
the C-141 or the ability of a commercial de-
rivative to meet the needs of a core airlifter
are just that—myths. Neither aircraft can
carry the equipment to forward areas that
the Army needs to win on tomorrow's battle-
fields.

General Shalikashvili stated un-
equivocally that: “*“Today there is only
one alternative that can meet the re-
quirements of a core airlifter—the C-
I

Gen. Colin Powell, former Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has,
unsurprisingly, made the case for the
C-17 most succinctly and effectively:

Our military strategy is changing from a
focus on global war to a focus on regional
crises . . . And to deal with those kinds of
crises you've got to get there fast. And
you've got to get there with the mostest.
And that's what the C-17 will do for us.

His words are echoed repeatedly by
the commanders for whom the capa-
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bilities provided by the C-17 may mean
life and death for young men and
women serving under their command.
Gen. Joseph Hoar, who succeeded Gen.
Norman Schwarzkopf as commander of
the U.8. Central Command
[CENTCOM], made a compelling case in
his May 17 letter to Chairman DELLUMS
of the Committee on Armed Services.
This is what General Hoar said:

As our forces are returning from overseas
and increasingly based in the United States,
I become the commander faced with the
most strenuous requirement for mobility in
the world. In the CENTCOM theater, because
of the long deployment distances, we are par-
ticularly sensitive to, and dependent on, our
ability to ensure the timely deployment of
the early arriving lethal firepower—key to
limiting the escalation of a conflict. This
means armor, helicopters, rocket systems,
and air defense missiles, most of which do
not fit on any commercial aircraft. In the
foreseeable future only the C-17, acting as
the Nation's core military airlifter, can pro-
vide us this flexibility.

1 agree with the commander of the
U.S. Central Command. Gordon Sulli-
van, Chief of Staff of the Army, rein-
forced that point in a letter:

By 1997, 80 percent of America's Army will
be stationed in the Continental United
States as we complete our transformation to
a power projection Army. * * * This Nation
must have the strategic lift capabilities to
project power rapidly to any potential trou-
ble spot in the world. * * * While the aging
C-141 fleet helps the Army fulfill this re-
quirement today, we will need the C-17 to
provide the strategic airlift for troops and
equipment to provide our forced entry capa-
bility and simultaneous application of joint
combat power across the depth of the battle-
field in the 21st century. The C-17 is the only
aircraft that can get the Army's outsized
combat systems to the next war when re-
quired.
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1 agree with the Chief of Staff of the
Army. I hope this House will too.

General Sullivan emphasized that the
C-17 will provide the capability to de-
liver critical army outsized loads while
allowing access to 9,000 more runways,
an increase of 300 percent worldwide,
then does the C-141 or the C-5, the two
main load lifters which the services de-
pend upon at the present time.

Equally important, General Sullivan
noted, is that the C-17 will improve
through-put capacity, or rapid off-load
and turnaround on the ground, as the
military put it; when you have a plane
coming in, how fast can you land it, is
there space on the airfield, how fast
can you unload it, how fast will it re-
turn to the main base to continue to
bring supplies, personnel, and other
materials needed by the forward forces.

Essentially, that means how fast can
we deliver the equipment in an effi-
cient, effective, rapid manner. The per-
formance characteristics of the C-17
will permit eight C-17's to fit on an air-
field where three C-5Bs now fit.

General Sullivan added, ‘“Had we had
the C-17 during Desert Shield, we could
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have delivered the First Airborne Bri-
gade in 54 hours with just 93 aircraft,
an improvement of some 34 percent
over the 82 hours it took to deliver the
brigade with 158 C-141's and 3 C-5's.”

At a hearing last Tuesday in the
House Committee on Armed Services,
Gen. Ronald Fogleman, commander of
the Air Mobility Command, brought
home what a difference the C-17's capa-
bilities can mean. He told the commit-
tee that the C-17 would have permitted
him to double the amount of equip-
ment provided to our forces in
Mogadishu in support of their humani-
tarian and military operations there.

It is an incontrovertible fact that a
military airlifter specifically designed
to meet the needs of our forces in the
field will be better able to accomplish
that mission than will a commercial
airliner converted for that purpose.
Commercial wide-bodied planes were
not meant to be a core airlifter for the
military, and they are not capable of
fulfilling that role.

Keep this in mind: The C-17 is not
just another wide-bodied airplane. It
was specifically designed to meet our
Nation’s airlift needs well into the 21st
century, and it has successfully dem-
onstrated its ability to carry heavy
outsized loads long distances and land
on the kinds of short, unimproved run-
ways that are most likely to be the
destinations of our airlift fleet in the
post-cold war world in which you and I
live.

The C-17 has set more than 20 world
records in proving its ability to meet
the military’s unique airlift needs.

The chart [ have with me displays
the extent to which the C-17's capabili-
ties dramatically exceed those of all al-
ternatives. The comparison is among
the C-5, the C-141, the C-17, commer-
cial wide-bodied planes, commercial
narrow-bodied planes, and the C-141
with service-life extension program. I
will submit for the RECORD a full expla-
nation of what the chart means. In
shorthand, though, the green blocks in-
dicate a full capability to meet the
military’s needs, the yellow ones a lim-
ited capability, and the red ones an in-
ability to do so in general, combat and
other military missions.

As you can see, the C-17 is un-
matched in its capabilities. Nearly all
blocks are green—and in the case of
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combat and military missions they are,
in fact, all green. The C-56B, C-141, and
C-141 with a service life extension pro-
gram have more limited capabilities
for fulfilling all three missions. And
commercial variants are shown to be
severely lacking in most missions when
a strong lift capability may mean the
difference between victory and defeat
for troops in the field.

The chart shows that the C-17 has
the needed combat capabilities for air-
drop, low altitude parachute extrac-
tion, short airfields, unimproved air-
fields and survivability. It has the
needed military capabilities for
throughput, outsized and oversized
cargo, drive on/off, air refueling,
ground support requirements, and con-
figuration flexibility. No other alter-
native can make that claim.

Moreover, the C-17 has an external
size similar to the C-141, but carries
twice the cargo. It has a more efficient
cross section than the C-5B, and lands
at smaller airfields. In fact, it can land
at C-130 size airfields, but with four
times the cargo.

The C-5B, perhaps the most realistic
alternative to the C-17, is, simply put,
a less capable aircraft with a higher
life-cycle cost. A mix of commercial
widebodies and C-5B’s would provide
one-third less throughput, the require-
ment which matters most to military
operators.

It has been suggested that design
specifications of the C-17 have been re-
duced, thereby making it less capable
and desirable. In fact, the C-17's cur-
rent payload and range specifications
exceed operational requirements to
perform its designed mission. As Gen-
eral Fogleman has said, ‘‘From my per-
spective, we have not changed our
operational requirements for this air-
craft.”

The C-17 recently completed success-
fully the entire profile of static testing
to 150 percent of operational load and
has achieved one lifetime, 30,000 hours,
of durability testing. The last six air-
craft have been delivered to the Air
Force within the timeframe that we in
Congress established as a must-deliver
schedule. The overall quality of each
airplane delivered is obviously improv-
ing. Over 3,000 flight test hours have
been completed, and flight testing is
over 80 percent complete.
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The six C-1T's delivered to the 437th
Airlift Wing at Charleston Air Force
Base, SC, have completed over 100 ini-
tial squadron operations missions,
flown over 700 initial squadron oper-
ations hours, and accomplished more
than 2,800 landings.

In other words, this is a tested, prov-
en airplane. It is a program which has
not been without its problems. What
weapon system, what major complex
endeavor—whether in private industry
or government—has not had problems
as it has evolved over a long time pe-
riod?

But these are problems which are
now meeting the strictures placed upon
it by both Congress and the Depart-
ment of Defense. To truncate or termi-
nate the program at this time, as the
Furse amendment would, would be
counter to the request not only of this
President of the United States, but pre-
vious Presidents of the United States.
It would be contrary to the impas-
sioned pleas of military commanders,
detrimental to the Nation's ability to
respond in time of emergency, and po-
tentially harmful to the young men
and women in uniform who will need
the reinforcements and need the equip-
ment which the C-17 was specifically
designed to deliver efficiently and ef-
fectively in order that they might do
their job that a grateful nation expects
them to do.

A look at recent missions performed
by our military—Grenada and Panama
in Central America, Desert Shield in
the Middle East, Somalia in East Afri-
ca, and Bosnia in Southeastern Europe,
and various humanitarian efforts, puts
clearly into focus the choice we will be
facing next week.

The C-17 has the capability to meet
100 percent of the airlift capabilities
critical to mission success, including
long-range capability, airdrop, combat
offload of outsized cargo restricted run-
way, ground agility, parking efficiency,
self-supporting, and survivability.

A commercial wide-bodied substitute
could—at best—have performed only
one of those missions—Desert Shield—
25 to 50 percent of the time. It has lit-
tle, if any, capability to address the
military's needs in the other contin-
gencies listed.

Aircraft capabilities critical to mission success

Aircraft suitability to

perform critical mis-
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Mr. HUNTER. Will my friend yield?

Mr. HORN. I am delighted to yield to
my distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia, Mr. HUNTER.

Mr, HUNTER. I want to commend my
colleague for his advocacy for the C-17.
I think it is appropriate you are doing
such a total and long-range perspective
on the C-17, because we are now, of
course, commemorating the landing of
Normandy in recent weeks.

We were down at the Air and Space
Museum watching the 2-hour feature,
which was extremely good. I think one
of the messages that was sent to us
when we watched that enormous mili-
tary effort, power projection under the
leadership of Dwight David Eisenhower
striking the beaches at Normandy,
coming up against the best that Hit-
ler's panzer divisions could offer and
ultimately spreading out and moving
into a position to win the war in Eu-
rope, the key message that I got from
that film, and I think from Normandy
in general, was that getting there
firstest with the mostest, getting into
a strategic location with your equip-
ment quickly, is and should be of ut-
most priority to military commanders.

The C-17 gives us the ability to get
places quickly, on remote airfields that
could not accommodate aircraft in the
past, with large payloads, and to be ef-
fective early. And that is what saves
lives, that is what reduces the number
of body bags that come back to the
United States in conflicts around the
world.

Of all of the programs that we are
looking at and analyzing in this de-
fense bill, the C-17 is one of the most
critical and one of the most important.
1 thank the gentleman for this very,
very thorough presentation to our col-
leagues. I will be supporting you very
strongly.

Mr. HORN. I thank my colleague.
You have been always a strong sup-
porter of the defense capability which
this Nation needs in order to back up
the leadership the rest of the world ex-
pects us to provide, and we thank you.

Noting that the C-17 has the capabil-
ity to meet 100 percent of the aircraft
capabilities on these various types of
missions’ success, the fact is in Desert
Shield, a commercial wide-bodied sub-
stitute trying to substitute for the C-17
would have only performed one of those
missions 25 to 50 percent of the time. It
simply is not a viable alternative to
think about commercial alternatives
at this point in time in the evolution of
the airlift airplane project, regardless
of who that manufacturer might be.

The commercial alternative and a
commercial wide-bodied substitute has
little, if any, capability to address the
military's needs in the typical contin-
gencies that we now have facing us in
various regions of the world, where
small powers increasingly have nuclear
capability; where two-bit dictators
hold an arbitrary rule over their peo-
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ple; where democracy has not taken
root.

Occasionally we have vital national
interests that have to be protected, and
it is this airlift capacity which seems
innocent enough in essence that it is
largely behind the lines, but it is tak-
ing needed equipment to the lines. And
as my colleague mentioned, whether
you are recalling Normandy in the Sec-
ond World War, or you are describing
other wars, what ultimately triumphs
is the ability to deliver the human re-
sources and the equipment produced by
the industrial might of this and allied
nations, into the field, readily, to back-
up the troops that need food, supplies,
and reinforcement to accomplish the
assigned mission.

At Tuesday’'s Committee on Armed
Services hearing, General Fogleman
stressed the importance of both the
ability to land on austere, shorter run-
ways, and to get the needed equipment
to the troops in the field as efficiently
and effectively as possible.
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He reported that the Air Force,
working with the Defense Mapping
Agency, has concluded that the C-17
can land on 576 runways in the Far
East versus only 217 for the C-5. The C-
17 can land on 852 runways in Europe
versus 184 for the C-5. The C-17 can
land on 794 runways in Africa versus
137 for the C-5. The C-17 can land on 852
runways in Latin America versus 66 for
the C-5.

This does not diminish the value of
the C-5. The C-5 has done a noble job.
It is an airplane that is three decades
old. It is an airplane that is three dec-
ades old. New designs, new avionics,
new types of engines are important,
and they are what are in the C-17, an
airplane that is operated by only three
people: pilot, copilot-navigator, and
the loadmaster, who works the com-
puter system that delivers that load,
whether it be at a fairly low altitude—
even 10 feet off the ground—or after
landing. Couple this with the C-17's
ability to carry out-sized cargo and to
off-load that cargo quickly and its ad-
vantage over the more limited com-
mercial valiants, which would require a
very cumbersome loading and unload-
ing system for the more limited cargo
that any of them could carry, and the
need for the C-17 becomes even more
obvious.

Deputy Secretary of Defense John
Deutch has described the C-17 as ‘“‘the
highest priority defense system,’ if the
military is to meet successfully its ob-
ligations in future years. Among the C-
17's capabilities, which are not avail-
able in any other airlift aircraft, are
the ability to back up and make tight
turns, thus reducing the amount of
ramp parking space needed, without its
jet exhaust interfering with other air-
craft, cargo door, ramp airdrop, cargo
restraint systems that can be operated
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by one person and permit rapid unload-
ing without special equipment.

The C-17 also has improved instru-
ment displays that the two-person
cockpit crew can easily read; built-in
test equipment, modern avionics gear
that are readily accessible to mainte-
nance personnel.

The C-17 is an essential, perhaps the
essential component of the military's
ability to project power capably and in
a credible way. This is especially so in
light of the steady increase in the
weight growth of army combat units
over the last decade. The three army
division types usually eligible for air
deployment have seen weight growth
increases between 36 and 55 percent.
These weight increases in weapons,
equipment and needed space are due to
the changes in the force structure and
the larger and heavier weapon systems.
They correlate very closely with the
increases in the airlift missions.

The trend for past and current weap-
ons systems has been an emphasis on
lethality-survivability, which gen-
erally involves increases in weight and
size of the delivery of the weapons sys-
tem and the use of that system.

For example, the M-2 series Bradley
fighting vehicle has replaced systems
that could be loaded three or four
strong on this C-141, which again per-
formed valued service for this country
over several decades. Transporting the
Bradley by C-141 is possible but im-
practical because of the massive dis-
assembly and reassembly time re-
quired, 6 hours on either end.

The C-141 carries only one Bradley
with the pallet of disassembled parts.
By comparison, the C-17 can carry two
Bradleys ready to drive on, drive off,
and go right into battle.

The C-141, designed in the 1950's,
could deliver most of the Army’s com-
bat vehicles over the past three dec-
ades. However, there are many new ve-
hicles in the inventory which dramati-
cally affect the military's ability to de-
liver combat forces in a timely man-
ner.

One example relates to jeeps and
their replacement, the HMMWYV, other-
wise known as the Humvee. The C-141
could carry 17 jeeps in a single load,
but it can carry 5 five Humvees before
it becomes cubed-out because of the ad-
ditional width of the Humvee.

On the other hand, the C-17, with its
wider cargo floor, is able to carry 2
Humvee's side by side for a total of 10,
while the C-141 can only fit a single
line of 5.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DREIER].

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I asked
the gentleman to yield simply to state
that I want to congratulate him on the
special order he has taken out here and
on the diligent effort that he has put
into the C-17 effort. One of the most se-
rious problems that we face, and the
gentleman knows it very well, is airlift
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capability. And as we look at the ex-
traordinary challenges that we are fac-
ing throughout the world today, we
have gone through this debate in the
past. I remember when we had the Boe-
ing alternative that many people had
thrown before us, which obviously is
inadequate.

It seems to me that the need to deal
with airlift capability is pressing one
that is before us. We have the answer.
The answer is as my friend has pointed
out so well, the C-17.

I know that he has played a key role
in this effort. I congratulate him. on
that. I simply want to say that I want
to do anything I possibly can to help us
meet that very important national se-
curity imperative which lies before us.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague, who has done a tremendous
amount in his leadership of this delega-
tion in support of the defense of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to cross all of DAVID DREIER'S t's
and dot some i's and thank you for the
good work you have done.

I went into your district and flew the
simulator for this great aircraft, saw
how aggressively and pro-actively they
were trying to overcome the few grow-
ing pains that are generally in every
system. The F-100 that I flew on active
duty compared to the limited number
of problems today and our accidents,
we had no accidents with this one. It is
ahead of schedule at Edwards. The F-
100's were dropping out of the sky. It
did not deter me, when I was a 22-year-
old pilot who wanted to fly the world’s
fastest fighter.

We are not going to fly anything any-
where unless we have this system to fly
the engines around and to carry indi-
vidually one big massive 30-ton M-1
Abrams tank.

I want everybody to know so we do
not get into all of this phony, actually
bordering on lying, propaganda that
the B-1 was hit with and is still hit
with, this aircraft is flying. We have
delivered now how many to Charleston
Air Force Base? Three?

Mr. HORN. Much more than that are
being tested there. A good part of the
squadron in Missouri is already assem-
bled.

Mr. DORNAN. And when we say test-
ed up at Edwards Base, this means
tested with loads, with load masters
working them, carrying things and
going around and across the seas with
loads, working out with two other
great Douglas aircraft, the C-124, and
the C-133 that were the largest of their
generation.

I just hope that people realize this is
the state of the art and then some. It
has a stick, two sticks like a fighter
plane, side by side fighter. And this is
the answer. Thank God you prevailed
and General Fogelman, first to ever fly
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me in an Air Force fighter as a fresh-
man Congressman back in January
1978, when he was a young major in
Pittsburgh; four-star General Ron
Fogleman's presentation before the
Armed Services Committee the other
day, Deputy Secretary Deutch, it was
compelling testimony. And they took
away all the fears that some Members
legitimately had. I would like a lami-
nated tiny card of your charts for my
wallet. All kidding aside, it is excel-
lent.

Mr. HORN. Thank you very much.

You, as a very distinguished fighter
pilot, know that Gen. Merrill A.
McPeak, the current Chief of Staff of
the Air Force, is also a fighter pilot by
background. And I saw him after he
had just flown the C-17.

I said, smiling “'I was a little worried
that a fighter pilot could fly a big
plane like that.’’ He replied that he had
never seen an airplane that handled as
beautifully and effectively as the C-17,
which is a great advance over the era
you and many others flew in, whether
it be Vietnam, Korea, or the Second
World War.

The C-17 can carry five armored per-
sonnel carriers used by the Army ver-
sus only two for the C-141. This is be-
cause the C-141 is restricted to an al-
lowable cabin load of 55,000 pounds. The
five carried by the C-17 weigh almost
100,000 pounds combined.

The Army has cited a wide range of
other weapons systems which are criti-
cal in the early days of a conflict which
the C-17's enhanced capabilities will
permit to be delivered more quickly
and in greater numbers. These include
the Multiple Launch Rocket System,
the Patriot Missile System, AH-64 and
UH-60 helicopters, the Armored Gun
System, the Command and Control Ve-
hicle, the Advanced Field Artillery
System, the Forward Area Resupply
Vehicle, the Line-of-Sight Antitank
System, and the Bradley Fire Support
Vehicle, quite a range. But the impor-
tance of these facts and the reason
commercial derivatives cannot do this
job is because of the special design that
has been made in the interior and exte-
rior of the C-17 to permit the hauling,
in a sensible, efficient way, of these
various combinations of military
equipment that are needed abroad.

The bottom line is that the Army of
the future will rely increasingly on the
availability of airlift capable of deliv-
ering outsized cargo. And it will need
to deploy from the United States to
places all over the globe on short no-
tice to defend American interests.

It is imperative that we provide the
courageous young men and women put-
ting their lives on the line for their Na-
tion and for the cause of freedom the
capability they need to defend them-
selves and to succeed in their mission
with minimum loss of life and in the
shortest possible time. We must not
shortchange them or deny their com-
manders the C-17"s airlift capability.
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Mr. DORNAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HORN. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. I am sorry to inter-
rupt. I was looking for a break in the
thought processes there. This is some-
thing the gentleman will want for his
special order.

Your staff called. No. 7, and this is
not, and this shocked me. Here I said
three, maybe I was off by one. Seven is
already at the Charleston Air Force
Base working out all the load lifting
problems, and No. 6 has joined the test
program up at Edwards. This program
moves fast apace. k

Mr. HORN. Right. I thank my col-
league for that vital fact.

Only one airlift aircraft, the C-1T,
was specifically designed to meet the
present and future military require-
ments as projected by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Only one airlift aircraft, the
C-17, has been recommended by the
military—the Joint Chiefs and the
commanders in the field—and the sen-
ior civilian leaders of our country
under a previous Republican adminis-
tration and now under a Democratic
administration including the current
and former Presidents of the United
States, as the system we need for today
and well into the 21st century. As
former Secretary of Defense Richard
Cheney has said of the C-17, “It is an
absolutely vital strategic asset regard-
less of what size force we have in the
long term."’

The C-5 and C-141 were designed dec-
ades ago to meet the needs of a mili-
tary and a world very different from
the one we have today. And civilian
widebodied planes were designed to
carry passengers between major metro-
politan areas. These planes are fine in
fulfilling the purposes for which they
were designed, but the military leader-
ship uniformly tells us they are not the
answer when the lives of Americans are
on the line.

As the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff has emphasized, there is only
one plane that has the capabilities
needed in a core airlifter. That plane is
the C-17.

I have cited the Chief of Staff of the
Army, and other generals as strong
supporters of the C-17, but let us also
hear from those who have flown the C-
17 and worked with it. They, too, are
its strongest proponents.

Said Capt. Mark Holland, a C-17 pilot
at the Charleston Air Force Base in
South Carolina: the C-17, “incorporates
everything we know about airlift into
one plane.” Capt. Ron Nadreau, a
former C-5 pilot and current C-17 test
pilot, has concluded: “‘It's like going
from Fred Flintstone to George
Jetson.” Lt. Col. Ron Ladnier, com-
mander of the 17th Airlift Squadron,
437th Airlift Wing, observed: “If you
asked me to do something important—
like haul tanks into Mogadishu—and
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told me to pick the airplane I want, I'd
have to choose the C-17."

Among loadmasters, those crucial
technical personnel in the back of the
plane who have the say over how this
load is to be distributed and how it is
to be unloaded, there are especially
glowing comments.

Chief M.Sgt. Glen Morgan com-
mented: “The C-17 has taken us from
Neanderthal to state-of-the-art. Be-
cause it can land on such short air-
fields and carry such outsized cargo as
the M-1 tank, we can go right into a
trouble spot and begin the mission im-
mediately without having to disassem-
ble and reassemble equipment.” M.
Sgt. Cecil Whaley concluded: “'It's very
user-friendly. A single loadmaster can
reconfigure the C-17 in flight, whereas
with other airlifters, it took a mini-
mum of two people.” M. Sgt. Bill Ellis
reported: ‘‘They have incorporated ev-
erything that is good from the C-130,
the C-141 and the C-5 on this plane.”
Finally, M. Sgt. Tom Clemons, who has
responsibility for maintaining the C-17,
stressed: “The aircraft was built for
ease of maintenance. We may end up
being like the Maytag repairman.”

In other words, there is less need for
maintenance. That means a saving of
the money. So does the size of the crew
of three.

As I stated earlier, this is a program
which has not been without its prob-
lems, but it is a program that both Re-
publican and Democratic administra-
tions have listed as a top priority in
terms of our national security. It is a
program which has received careful
scrutiny by the Department of Defense
under the leadership of Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense John Deutch.
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Deputy Secretary Deutch is now
overseeing a 2-year probationary period
for the C-17 in which the Air Force will
be limited through 1995 to buying 40 of
its planned 120 C-17's. In November
1995, the Pentagon will make a decision
whether to proceed with further pur-
chases of the C-17 or to shift to com-
mercial aircraft derivatives or revived
production of the C-5 cargo plane. The
bill reported out of the Committee on
Armed Services in effect negates the
Air Force’s plan, committing funds for
commercial widebodies planes well in
advance of the completion of the Pen-
tagon's review in November 1995 and
moving in a direction which Secretary
Deutch has stated in congressional tes-
timony does not provide the best airlift
mix to meet the military’s needs.

The operational effectiveness and
cost effectiveness of the C-17 have been
emphasized by both Secretary of De-
fense William Perry and Secretary
Deutch. Secretary Perry, in a May 5
letter to Speaker FOLEY, said, ''The C-
17 aircraft continues to be the most
cost-effective means to meet current
and projected airlift requirements. The
C-17's ability to deliver outsize cargo,
combined with its special capability to
use austere fields, will provide us with
modern, highly capable strategic air-
lift.” And Deputy Secretary Deutch, in
recent testimony, stated, “‘In general,
the results—of the Defense Depart-
ment’s Cost and Operational Effective-
ness Analysis—showed that a fleet of
C-1T's operating to our best expecta-
tions was more cost effective than any
combination of C-17's, CWB’s (commer-
cial widebodies), C-5B's or C-141's with
service life extension program.”
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Let us not second guess our military
leadership and our commanders in the
field. Let us provide our men and
women in uniform the capability they
need to do the job we expect them to
do. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Furse amendment, which
would eliminate this program, cripple
the forces of this country in all parts of
the world. I urge my colleagues to vote
against any proposal that will reduce
our military’'s ability to respond in a
time of crisis and to support the bipar-
tisan amendment which will bring the
defense authorization for the C-17 back
to that of the President and the mili-
tary's request for six.
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Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD various documents pertaining
to my special order as follows:

First, a spectrum of aircraft capabili-
ties;

Second, a letter from Secretary of
Defense William J. Perry to Speaker of
the House THOMAS S. FOLEY, dated May
5, 1994;

Third, a letter from Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff John M.
Shalikashvili; to House chairman of
Armed Services RONALD V. DELLUMS,
dated May 17, 1994;

Fourth, a letter from Army Chief of
Staff Gordon R. Sullivan to Senator
STROM THURMOND of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, dated May 19,
1994, and

Fifth, a letter from commander in
chief, U.S. Central Command General
J.P. Hoar, to House Armed Services
Chairman RONALD V. DELLUMS, dated
May 17, 1994.

Red Yellow Green
GENERAL AIRLIFT CAPABILITIES
Throughput (MTM/D): Throughput of carga to a theater of operations; numbers of airlift aircraft at en route or destination airfields are not limited by any parking or ground sup-  Throughput ca-  Th ca-  Throughput in
port limitations. Relative scale. pability in pability in top third,
bottom third. mld!le tPuld

Cargo Volume and Payload: Cargo carrying capability: refative scale. Range: Aircraft range with normal planning factor payload, without air refueling Wi fpayload | pay payh
in bottom in middle in top third
third Range third Range Range >6000
<2000 nm. 2000-5000 am,

nm.
Logistics Reliability: Reliability due to logistics factors, including maintenance, spares. Includes level of depot maintenance required, mission capable rates, and departure refi-  Less than 70% 70%-90% of Greater than
ability due to logistics. of force avail- farce available 90% of force
able for mis- for missions, available for
i missions.
Acquisition Cost: Total program acquisition umit cost; includes total cost to field weapon system except for OKS costs. (CY3$: per aircraft) .. . SI00M-$400M .. <$100M.
045 Cost: Cost on a yearly basis to operate the weapon system. Includes p {aircrew, i e, and base b sunmﬂl contractor Ioguslacs sunnoﬁ fiying $I0M-S60M ... <$30M
hours, training. Cost per PAA per year. CY33$. Divided by MTMD per PAA to express both 0&S cost and gam from that &S cost.
Longevity: Measure of how close the aircraft is to the end of its design service life; potential for further service . R A wn'l:;n 10,000 w.m—ze.oun >20.000 hours.
urs. s
COMBAT CAPABILITIES
Airdrap: Efficiency and effectiveness in the mission of aird g troops and Cannot airdrop ... Can airdrop; in-  Can perform full
efficient; can- spectrum of
not perform airdrop mis-
2ll missions. sions.

Low Altitude Parachute Extraction: Etficiency and effectiveness in the mission of extracting Cannot extract ... WA _........ Can n:edﬂwm;{ull
5 um
extraction
missions,

Short Airfields (<3000): Capability of the aircrait to operate into and out of airfields less than 3000 ft long on 2 routine operational BaSIS ..., GBNNOL Operate  NA ... Can operate on
on shert air- shart airfields.
fields.

Unimproved Airtields: Capability of the aircraft to operate into and out of unimproved airfields on & routine operational basis ............ Cannot operate NA ..o Can operate on
on unimproved unimproved
fieids. fighds.

Survivability. Capability of the aircraft to survive in @ wartime threat Aircratt design SUNVIVADIItY TRBIUTES ...oovcvoocsrmnssmnnsssmmarrssmmrensscmssessnnreess WO OESIGA f0F Some design for  Design optimized
survivability. survivability for surviv-

ability.
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Red Yellow Green
MILITARY AIRLIFT CAPABILITIES
Throughput (constrained): Throughput of cargo to a theater of operations; the numbers of airlift aircraft at en route and destination airfields are limited by small and/or crowd-  Throughput is Throughput is in  Throughput is in
ed parking ramps and ground support. Relative scale. third; middle third; top third; ad-
addition of addition of dition of more
more of same more of same of same type
type does not type slightly greatly in-
increase increases creases
Qutsize cargo: Capability of the aircraft to carry outsize cargo (cargo that is too wide for any aircraft except the C=5 and C-17) o No bility ... WA Capable of camy-
ing oversize
Cargo.
Oversize cargo: Capability of the aircraft to carry categories of oversize cargo (cargo that is too wide or long for the standard military 436L pallet) ... <20% of oversize  20% to 80% of  >80% of oversize
cargo, oversize carge. cargo.
Drive on/off: Capability to drive vehicles on and off the aircraft from the ground Can;fol drive o/  NA ... Can drive onfolf.
Air refueling: Aircraft’'s capability to air refuel (as receiver) Cannot air refuel  NA ... Can air refuel
Ground support requirements: Need for materiel handling equipment and extensive IDRISHCAL SUDPOM ... eeecesisseissiessenssesssmssmsesssmbmes e et Always requires Requires less ex-  Routinely oper-
extensive sup- tensive sup- ates with no
port/equip- port equip- of minimum
ment. ment. support equip-
ment.
Configuration flexibility: Capability to rapidly (on the ground or in flight) reconfigure the aircraft for different types of cargo and ger Inads Cannot reconfig-  Can reconfigure  Can reconfigure
ure aircraft. with delays to with no delays
mission. to mission

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, May 5, 1994.
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On March 31, 1994 the
Department of Defense provided the Com-
mittee on Armed Services draft legislation
to authorize the Department of Defense to
implement the January 1994 agreement be-
tween the Department and the McDonnell
Douglas Corporation to settle C-17 issues.

Our nation has a critical need for inter-
theater airlift modernization if we are to
maintain our ability to project forces and re-
spond to humanitarian missions worldwide.
Our C-141 aircraft are wearing out. The C-17
aircraft continues to be the most cost-effec-
tive means to meet current and projected
airlift requirements. The C-17's ability to de-
liver outsize cargo, combined with its special
capability to use austere fields, will provide
us with modern, highly capable strategic air-
lift.

Last May the Department directed the De-
fense Science Board to organize a Task Force
to conduct an extensive review of the C-17
program. The objectives were to assess the
current status and the contractor's capabil-
ity to successfully complete development
and transition into production, and to iden-
tify the changes necessary to ensure a suc-
cessful program.

The Defense Science Board Task Force
conducted a thorough examination of the C-
17 program over a two month period. At the
conclusion of its review, the Task Force re-
ported that the C-17 is fundamentally a good
aircraft, that the contractor can successfully
build the aircraft if management and effi-
ciency improvements are implemented, and
that gridlock on contractual and business is-
sues was seriously hindering program per-
formance. The Task Force recommended a
number of changes to instill greater dis-
cipline and better management into the pro-
gram, and a comprehensive settlement to
change the program environment.

Based on these findings and recommenda-
tions, and further intensive review by the
Defense Acquisition Board over a period of
several months, the Department proposed a
comprehensive settlement of business and
management issues to the contractor on
January 3, 1994, which the contractor has ac-
cepted. In my view, this resolution of issues
is essential to ensuring that the C-17 will
meet the nation’s strategic airlift military
requirement. One key aspect of the agree-
ment is the establishment of a probationary
period during which the contractor will ei-

ther demonstrate improved performance or
the Department will consider other alter-
natives. Enactment of this proposal is of
great importance to the Department, and I
strongly urge its favorable consideration.
Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.
CHAIRMAN OF THE
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF,

Washington, DC, May 17, 1994.
Hon. RONALD V. DELLUMS,
Chairman, Committee of Armed Services, House

of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As I look into the fu-
ture, it is clear that America's combatant
commanders will become increasingly de-
pendent upon strategic mobility. This mobil-
ity will continue to be based on an inte-
grated triad of air, sea and surface capabili-
ties. Despite the fact that two of these trans-
portation modes are in relatively good condi-
tion with bright prospects for the future, I
am deeply concerned that recent congres-
sional actions may seriously degrade our air-
lift capability and ultimately threaten the
viability of the entire strategic mobility sys-
tem.

America must have a core airlifter to re-
place the aging C-141. The continuing myths
of a service life extension program for the C-
141 or the ability of a commercial derivative
to meet the needs of a core airlifter are just
that—myths. Neither aircraft can carry the
equipment to forward areas that the Army
needs to win on tomorrow's battlefields.
There may be a future role for a commercial
derivative to supplement a core airlifter, but
a CONUS-based force that lacks a core
airlifter is a hollow force.

Today there is only one alternative that
can meet the requirements of a core
airlifter—the C-17. We have all been frus-
trated with the repeated setbacks in the pro-
gram, but we mut not let this frustration ob-
scure the facts. We now have an agreement
in hand that allows us to test the capabili-
ties of the airplane to meet warfighting re-
quirements of America’s combatant com-
manders and the capability of the program
to meet efficiency and quality standards
America's taxpayers deserve.

I ask for your support of the President's
Budget Request for six C-17s in FY95, and for
the reliability, maintainability, and avail-
ability and operational testing programs,
Without the former, the program will not
have the opportunity to demonstrate its sig-
nificant improvements and production effi-
ciencies. Without the latter, the C-17 will
not be challenged to demonstrate its capa-

bilities in the most rigorous testing program
ever devised for an airlifter. Without your
support, the program will guaranteed to fail.
We must not let this happen on our watch.
With best wishes,
Sincerely,
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI.
U.S. ARMY, THE CHIEF OF STAFF,
Washington, DC.
Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Armed Services Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: By 1997, 80% of
America’s Army will be stationed in the con-
tinental United States as we complete our
transformation to a power projection Army.
Our capability to lift the Army's heavy
equipment by air and sea must keep pace
with our changing requirements. This nation
must have the strategic life capabilities to
project power rapidly to any potential trou-
ble spot in the world. We must get our forces
to the fight.

Early arriving lethal combat power is the
key to our joint warfighting capability. The
Congressionally mandated Mobility Require-
ments Study generated the need for delivery
of “‘outsized cargo' prior to the arrival of
the fastest sealift. For the Army, this means
armor, rocket systems, helicopters, and at-
tack missiles. These weapon systems won't
fit on any commercial aircraft—nor will they
fit on most military airlifters in service
today. Future air-deployable Army combat
units will rely increasingly on the availabil-
ity of airlift to carry this type of cargo.

The C-T will provide the Air Force the ca-
pability to deliver critical Army ‘‘outsized
loads' while allowing access to 9,000 more
runways (an increase of 300%) worldwide
than the C-141 and C-5. The C-7 can land on
the same runways as the C-130 and deliver
four times the cargo weight. Egually impor-
tant, the C-17 will improve throughput ca-
pacity, or rapid off-load and turn-around on
the ground, by increasing the “maximum on
the ground" or MOG capacity. The perform-
ance characteristics of the C-17 will permit 8
C-17's to fit where 3 C-5's fit. Had we had the
C-17 during Desert Shield, we could have de-
livered the first airborne brigade in 54 hours
with just 93 aircraft—and improvement of
some 34% over the 82 hours it took to deliver
that brigade with 158 C-141's and 2 C-5's.

Finally, I am concerned about our joint ca-
pabilities for forced entry operations. In the
Gulf War, we enjoyed the luxury of time and
deployment to a country with secure and
modern air and seaports. This may not al-
ways be the case. While the aging C-141 fleet
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helps the Army fulfill this requirement
today, we will need the C-17 to provide the
strategic airlift for troops and equipment to
provide our forced entry capability and
simulatenous application of joint combat
power across the depth of the battlefield in
the 21st century.

I fully appreciate the concern over the
troubled history of the C-1T acquisition pro-
gram. However, I urge you to stay the course
outlined by the Secretary of Defense earlier
this year. The C-17 is the only aircraft that
can get the Army's outsized combat systems
to the next war when required. I respectfully
solicit your support to maintain the Presi-
dent's request for the FY 1995 funding for the
C-17.

Respectfully,
GORDON R. SULLIVAN,
General, U.S. Army.
U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND,
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF,
MacDill Air Force Base, FL, May 17, 1994.
Hon. RONALD V. DELLUMS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

MR. CHAIRMAN, As you know I am con-
cerned and have been critical of the current
state of America's airlift forces. However, I
am even more concerned about our future
ability to project US forces by air.

As our forces are returning from overseas
and increasingly based in the CONUS, I be-
come the CINC faced with the most strenu-
ous requirement for mobility in the world, In
the CENTCOM theater, because of the long
deployment distances, we are particularly
sensitive to, and dependent on, our ability to
ensure the timely deployment of the early
arriving lethal firepower—key to limiting
the escalation of a conflict. This means
armor, helicopters, rocket systems, and air
defense missiles, most of which do not fit on
any commercial aircraft. Only the C-17 and
C-5 can deliver this requirement.

In addition, during the Gulf War, we were
able to deploy in a country with secure air
and sea ports, In this scenario, I have said we
could be well served by the effectiveness of
large commercial type aircraft moving large
amounts of bulk cargo, particularly during
the sustainment phase of an operation. How-
ever, I do not feel this will be the case in the
early surge phase of future operations.

We must ensure that all CINCs have the
flexibility to conduct deployment operations
given any set of theater constraints. In the
foreseeable future only the C-17, acting as
the Nation's core military airlifter, can pro-
vide us this flexibility.

Mr. Chairman, CENTCOM is dependent on
the country’s mobility system. We need the
C-17. I urge you to support the moderniza-
tion of the nation’s strategic airlift as pro-
posed by the Secretary of Defense and re-
quested by the President in his FY 1995 budg-
et.

J.P. HOAR,
General,
U.S. Marine Corps.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 12 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired at 2
o’clock and 30 minutes p.m., the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. KREIDLER].

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE A PRIVILEGED
REPORT ON A RESOLUTION AC-
COMPANYING THE BILL, H.R.
4301, NATIONAL DEFENSE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1995

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Rules have until midnight to-
night to file a privileged report on a
resolution accompanying the bill, H.R.
4301, National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1995.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, I wanted to say to my good
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, chairman of the Committee on
Rules, that the rule he is filing is an
agreed-to rule by the Republican side
of the aisle as well. It is not entirely to
our liking. We support it reluctantly.
There have been many, many hours of
negotiation between the Republican
and Democratic leaderships. It is a rule
that should be supported because of the
seriousness of the bill before us. We
have to get this bill enacted before we
get into the appropriations process.
Therefore, we will be supporting the
rule on this side of the aisle.

I thank the gentleman for his consid-
eration.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
this time that I might inquire of the
distinguished majority whip, the pro-
gram for next week.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my friend, the
Republican leader.

The House will proceed as follows
next week: We will meet at 10:30 for
morning hours on Monday, May 23.
Then we will go into session at noon,
at which time we will have 18 suspen-
sions, of which I believe the minority
leader has a copy. I will not read
through all of the bills. There are 18 of
them:
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H.R. 4425, fiscal year 19956 VA medical
construction authorization.

S. 1654, to make certain technical
corrections.

House Concurrent Resolution 176, to
recognize and encourage the convening
of a National Silver Haired Congress.

H.R. 4429, to authorize the transfer of
naval vessels to certain foreign coun-
tries.

H.R. 4246, Panama Canal Commission
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1995.

H.R. 3679, Junior Duck Stamp Con-
servation Program.

H.R. 3982, Ocean Radioactive Dump-
ing Ban Act.

House Concurrent Resolution 238, au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol
grounds for the Greater Washington
Soap Box Derby.

H.R. 3840, the Sam B. Hall, Jr. Fed-
eral Building and U.S. Courthouse.

H.R. 3724, the Brien McMahon Fed-
eral Building.

H.R. 965, Child Safety Protection Act
conference report.

H.R. 3869, Minority Health Improve-
ment Act of 1994.

H.R. 3863, to designate the Medgar
Wiley Evers Post Office.

H.R. 3839, to designate the Roy M.
Wheat Post Office.

H.R. 3984, to designate the John
Longo, Jr. Post Office.

H.R. 4177, to designate the Candace
White U.S. Post Office.

H.R. 4190, to designate the Alvaro de
Lugo U.S. Post Office.

H.R. 4191, to designate the Audrey C.
Ottley U.S. Post Office.

H.R. 4301, to continue consideration
of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1995.

Then we will have recorded votes on
those suspensions postponed until the
end of legislative business. We expect
to not have any votes until 5, accord-
ing to my understanding. So that Mem-
bers from the west coast would have
the opportunity to arrive in time.

We hope to go beyond that and do
some work on the National Defense Au-
thorization Act that we have been
working on this morning and this
afternoon.

On Tuesday, May 24, Wednesday, May
25, and Thursday, May 26, we have the
following schedule: 10:30 a.m. on Tues-
day for morning business and then go
in at noon on Tuesday.

We will meet at 10 a.m. on Wednes-
day and Thursday to consider the fol-
lowing bills: Continue working on the
National Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1995, on which we have been
working for the last several days.

We will then go to H.R. 4385, National
Highway System Designation Act, sub-
ject to a rule. We also hope to consider
the following appropriation bills: The
military construction appropriation
bill, subject to a rule; the foreign oper-
ations export financing and related
programs appropriations, fiscal year
1995, subject to a rule; the legislative
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branch appropriations bill, fiscal 1995,
subject to a rule. The other two, H.R.
811 and H.R. 518, H.R. 811 being the
Independent Counsel Reauthorization
Act conference report, subject to a
rule, and then of course if we have time
we will go to the H.R. 518, California
Desert Protection Act.

We will not meet on Friday, May 27,
s0 that Members may return to their
districts for the Memorial Day district
work period.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman,
and I would like to make the observa-
tion that the Independent Counsel Re-
authorization Act is scheduled, but
with no particular time. Could it be
programmed for sometime in the week
after we have had an opportunity to
visit with the special counsel? The gen-
tleman may recall a meeting we had
with the Speaker and majority leader
and the leadership on both sides in
which the Speaker indicated that the
majority leader and the minority lead-
er, in company with the Speaker,
would probably be meeting with the
special counsel, Mr. Fiske, I gathered
maybe Tuesday or Wednesday, the
early part of this next week. Hopefully,
it would be my preference that the con-
sideration then of the extension of the
Authorization Act be delayed until
after we have had an opportunity to
have that meeting.

Mr. BONIOR. I do remember the
meeting, and I do remember the discus-
sion well, and I know those requests
have been made or are attempting to
be made to bring people together to
discuss that. I would say to my col-
league that I am sure we will consider
his request. It seems reasonable. I
know we will not proceed on this cer-
tainly before the Senate does it. I do
not know—I think they do it first, if I
am not mistaken.

So I expect the timing can work out
to the gentleman's satisfaction.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman.

Then, since that will be a getaway
week next week before the Memorial
Day recess period, how late should we
be telling our Members they ought to
be meeting next week?

Mr. BONIOR. Well, I think we ought
to tell folks, for the week, that we are
probably going to be meeting until 8 in
the evening each night because we have
a lot of work to do on the defense bill,
especially. And if we want to get a
jump start on our appropriation bills,
the three that I mentioned, it is going
to take a lot of time and a lot of work.

On Thursday, obviously we would
like to give Members the opportunity
to catch their planes. So we will do the
best we can. But we are still, frankly,
thinking of 6 or 7 right at this point.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the Repub-
lican leader for yielding.

The gentleman mentioned appropria-
tion bills. We are going to be having
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the legislative and foreign operations
bills, appropriation bills, probably
coming before the Committee on Rules.
But considering the complex issue of
having to cut up the pie, so to speak,
for the entire budget, the membership
really ought to have adequate notice so
that we will have time really to know
what is in the 602(b) allocations process
throughout the entire appropriation
process. We want to be as helpful as we
can. But I just hope that the gen-
tleman would be able to assure us that
if these are coming to the Committee
on Rules or directly to the floor, that
Members should be given adequate no-
tice so that they will know what they
are voting on.

Mr. BONIOR. We will do the best we
can. The fact that these three that are
being announced today, I think people
are aware that these are the first three
out of the box and if they have amend-
ments, we hope to be as generous as we
can. If they bring them directly to the
floor, of course anything that is ger-
mane can be offered. If we end up in the
Rules Committee on any one of the
three, we hope to be as inclusive as we
can as we proceed with the appropria-
tions process.

Mr. SOLOMON. 1 thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the Republican
leader.

Mr. Speaker, I simply would like to
inquire of my friend, again, as I asked
of the chairman of the Committee on
Rules yesterday: What can we antici-
pate on these appropriation bills com-
ing forward, are any of them going to
come directly to the floor?

Mr. BONIOR. There will be some
coming directly to the floor, and I sus-
pect that others will go up to the Rules
Committee. I believe it will vary on
the rule and on the amount and flexi-
bility we have in the Rules Committee,
depending on the legislation.

S0 we are going to try to be as inclu-
sive as we can of Members' concerns.
We are not about to close down our ap-
propriation bills.

Mr. DREIER. So that every attempt
will be made then to ensure that we do
conceivably move appropriation bills
under the standards rules of the House.

Mr. BONIOR. Of course.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman,
and I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I also
would ask unanimous consent that in
my remarks I be permitted to include a
schedule of the dates or the days upon
which amendments have to be filed to
comport with what the Committee on
Rules has more or less laid down as a
guideline for us in the consideration of
the measures next week. I think Mem-
bers ought to all be aware that there
are certain cutoff periods of time. So
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we will put that together unless the
gentleman would prefer to have it in-
cluded with his discourse here. Other-
wise we will include it with our re-
marks so that the Members would
know about it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the Speaker,
and I thank the majority whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I have
just been advised by staff that the
Rules Committee chairman did ask for
amendments on foreign operations and
legislative branch appropriations.

Mr. MICHEL. If that is all included, I
just wanted it for anybody reading the
RECORD to know that there are termi-
nal points by which they can submit
those amendments. And if they have
not gotten to it, they had better get
cracking. If there is no other inquiry, I
yield back the balance of my time.

0O 1440
ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
23, 1994
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KREIDLER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

WHY WE MUST RENEW MOST-
FAVORED-NATION TRADING
STATUS WITH CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken this very brief time, and I appre-
ciate the forbearance of members of
the staff here who have stayed, but I
want to talk about an issue that is
looming, going to be confronting us in
the next few weeks.

As most of my colleagues are aware,
by June 3, Mr. Speaker, President Clin-
ton has to make the decision as to
whether or not he is going to renew
most-favored-nation trading status
with China, and this has been an ongo-
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ing debate. We are rapidly approaching
the fifth anniversary of the tragedy of
the Tiananmen Square massacre, and
there is, understandably and correctly,
a great deal of attention on the issue of
human rights and human rights viola-
tions which have existed in China.

I think it is very important for us to
recognize that there has been dramatic
improvement in the human rights situ-
ation in China, and we have to look at
why it is that that improvement has
taken place, and I believe that every
bit of empirical evidence that we have
today shows that that improvement
has come about because of exposure to
the West by the people of China. It
seems to me that, if we are going to
deal with the issue of human rights in
China, the most important thing that
we can do is to renew most-favored-na-
tion trading status with China and
make it permanent.

Why?

Because it has been this exposure to
the West, United States business in-
vestment in China, which has played a
key role in improving the guality of
life for people in China and at the same
time strengthening ties between the
United States of America and the most
populous country in the world. China
has nearly five times the population of
the United States, between 1.2 and 1.3
billion people, and we would, if we were
to revoke most-favored-nation trading
status with China, not alienate China
from the rest of the world. We would
alienate the United States of America
from the world and, most specifically,
the large and very important market of
the Pacific rim.

Now, as we have been looking at this
debate on human rights, most of us
who have been strong proponents of the
MFN have had a pattern over the last
several years of simply being on the de-
fensive, trying to argue that it is very
important for us to maintain this so we
can improve the situation.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I have come to the
conclusion that it is important for us
to go on the offensive on this issue be-
cause, as we look at this question, it is
going to be more United States busi-
ness investment in China which will
continue to improve the human rights
situation there.

As this debate continues, Mr. Speak-
er, I hope very much that the President
will make the right decision. The right
decision is in the name of human
rights, in the name of denuclearization
of the Korean Peninsula, in the name
of maintaining support in the U.N. Se-
curity Council, in the name of ensuring
that we slow weapons exports from
China, to renew most favored-nation
trading status.

I hope the President makes that deci-
sion, and if by chance there is a resolu-
tion of disagreement which is offered
in this House, I hope very much that
my colleagues will reject it so that we
can achieve those shared goals that we
have.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LAFALCE (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. FARR of California (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, on
account of official business.

Mr. GORDON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 12 noon, on
account of official business.

Mr. CLEMENT for today after 12:30
p.m., on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. LUCAS) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. BISHOP) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today.

R —

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LucAs) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. PETRI

Mr. CALVERT.

Mr. GILMAN in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BISHOP) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BONIOR.

Mr. KANJORKSI.

Mr. REYNOLDS in 10 instances.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. DEUTSCH.

Mr. MORAN.

Mr. MAZZOLL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HORN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Ms. ESHOO in five instances.

Ms. SCHENK.

Mr. ENGEL.

Mr. JACOBS.

Mr. KLEIN.

Mr. DORNAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida in two
stances.

Mr. BERMAN.

Mr, REED.

in-
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Mr. LEWIS of Florida.
Mr. SOLOMON.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
Ms. WOOLSEY.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1485. An act to extend certain satellite
carrier compulsory licenses, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 2087. An act to extend the time period
for compliance with the Nutrition Labeling
and Education Act of 1990 for certain food
products packaged prior to August 8, 1994,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 45 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, May 23,
1994, at 10:30 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3215, A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary (Environmental Security), Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a report on
the Environmental Compliance for the De-
partment for fiscal years 1995 through 1999,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2706(b); to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

3216, A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a report concerning the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Rec-
ommendation 93-6; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

3217. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his deter-
mination that it is essential to our national
security to continue draft registration and
the Selective Service System; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3218. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the final re-
port of the Insular Area Energy Vulner-
ability Study, pursuant to Public Law 102-
486, section 1406(a) (106 Stat. 2995); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3219. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report
on the appropriate Federal role in assuring
access by medical students, residents, and
practicing physicians to adequate training in
nutrition, pursuant to Public Law 101-445,
section 302; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3220. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting the 1993 Annual Report for the
Federal Prison Industries, Inc., pursuant to
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31 U.S.C. 9106(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

3221. A letter from the Privacy Officer,
Interstate Commerce Commission, transmit-
ting a report of activities under the Freedom
of Information Act for calendar year 1993,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

3222. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
informational copies of various lease
prospectuses, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

3223. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 13 of the act of
May 14, 1954, Public Law 358 (33 U.S.C. 988A)
as amended by section 805(a)(4) of title XIV
of the Water Resources Act of 1986, Public
Law 99-662 (100 Stat. 4372) to waive collection
of charges or tolls by the Saint Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

3224. A letter from the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend title 38, United States
Code, to make discretionary the financial re-
porting requirements applicable to recipi-
ents of certain need-based benefits; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

3225. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a re-
port on the nondisclosure of safeguards in-
formation for the quarter ending March 31,
1994, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2167(e); jointly, to
the Committees on Energy and Commerce
and Natural Resources.

3226. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a comprehensive report
on the Clean Coal Technology Program enti-
tled *‘Coal Diesel Combined-Cycle Project,”
pursuant to Public Law 102-154; jointly, to
the Committees on Energy and Commerce,
Science, Space, and Technology, and Appro-
priations.

3227. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the Semi-Annual Report
on Program Activities for Facilitation of
Weapons Destruction and Non-proliferation
in the Former Soviet Union, pursuant to
Public Law 103-160, section 1207 and Public
Law 103-139; jointly, to the Committees on
Foreign Affairs, Armed Services, and Appro-
priations.

e —

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FROST: Committee on Rules. H. Res.
431. Resolution providing for further consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 4301) to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1995 for military
activities of the Department of Defense, to
prescribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1995, and for other purposes (Rept.
103-520). Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
GINGRICH, and Mr. PETERSON of Flor-
ida):
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H.R. 4464. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the Program on Social Ethics and
Community Service; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 4465. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the employment
status of certain fishermen, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself and
Mr. TORKILDSEN):

H.R. 4466. A bill to amend the Metropolitan
Washington Airports Act of 1986 authorizing
the Secretary of Transportation to ensure
that the American public is fully and prop-
erly informed about the perquisites and
privileges afforded to Members of Congress
who use parking facilities through the Met-
ropolitan Washington Airports Authority; to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R. 4467. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to eliminate the existing Fed-
eral employee bonus and incentive award
programs and establish a program for incen-
tive awards for Federal employees only for
suggestions, inventions, or other personal ef-
forts which cause a demonstrable monetary
savings to the Government,; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (for herself,
Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO,
Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. KLINK, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. PASTOR, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
PICKETT, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr, CUNNINGHAM, and Mr.
HILLIARD):

H.R. 4468. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to reduce certain restric-
tions on the participation of proprietary in-
stitutions of higher education in programs of
student financial aid; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. PETRI:

H.R. 4469. A bill to restrain health care
costs and ensure adequate medical care for
all Americans by providing for a State and
market-based system of choice among guali-
fied health plans, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce, Ways and Means, the Judiciary,
and Education and Labor.

By Ms. SHEPHERD:

H.R. 4470. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make the dependent care
tax credit refundable, to phase out such cred-
it for higher-income taxpayers, and to pro-
vide for advance payments of such credit; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUTTO (for himself, Mr. TAY-
LOR of Mississippi, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
McCURDY, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr.
ORTIZ, Mr., LAUGHLIN, Mr. LIGHTFOOT,
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. STUMP, Mr. EVER-
ETT, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
MARTINEZ, and Mr. SOLOMON):

H.J. Res. 368. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States providing for 4-year terms for
Members of the House of Representatives; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

389. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Hawaii, relative
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to returning lands utilized by the United
States military in Okinawa to Japan; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

390. Also, memorial of the Assembly of the
State of California, relative to banking: to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

391. Also, memorial of the Assembly of the
State of California, relative to banking; to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

392. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Hawaii, relative to the impact of un-
funded Federal mandates on State budgets
and economies; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

393. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to the ratifica-
tion of the 27th amendment to the U.5. Con-
stitution; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

394. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the Virgin Islands, relative to shoppers visas;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

395. Also, memorial of the Assembly of the
State of California, relative to trade agree-
ments; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

R —

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 1128; Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1455; Mr. HAMBURG.

H.R. 1709; Mr. SKEEN, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr.
POMEROY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. SERRANO, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. BREWSTER, and
Mr. SLATTERY.

H.R. 1818; Mr. TORRICELLI.

H.R. 1840; Mr. GornpoN and Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio.

H.R. 2043; Mr. CARR.

H.R. 2326; Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. LIGHTF0OT, Mr. DURBIN,
and Mr. BATEMAN.

H.R. 2418; Mr. HALL of Ohio.

H.R. 2460; Mr. HANSEN, Ms. LAMBERT, Mr.
COSTELLO, and Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 2484; Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY.

H.R. 2788; Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 2873; Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Ms. EsH00, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MYERS of Indi-

ana, Mr. HAaLL of Texas, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
FRrROST, and Mr, CRAMER.

H.R. 2954: Mr. BacHUS of Alabama, Mr.
BLUTE, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
MACHTLEY, and Mr. MINGE.

H.R. 3039: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
TAUZIN, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.

EWING, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, and Mr. MCCRERY.

H.R. 3128: Mr. WATT, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 3224: Mr. WILsoON and Mr. WaXMaN.

H.R. 3246: Mr. CHAPMAN, Miss COLLINS of
Michigan, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. FARR, Mr. LEWIS
of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. McKINNEY,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WATT, Mr. HILLIARD, and
Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 3293: Mr. WaLsH and Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 3328: Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 3392: Mr. TANNER.

H.R. 3407: Mr. JacoBs and Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 3472: Mr. PoMBoO, Mr. FILNER, and Mr.
HILLIARD.

H.R. 3762: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 3783: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 3790; Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.

H.R. 3796: Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 3842: Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 3882: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
CoxX, Mr. LEVY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. MoOL-
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INARI, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
GRaMS, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. THoOMAS of Wyo-
ming, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. LIGHT-
FOOT, and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 3900: Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. SISISKY,
Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. TowNs, and Mrs. CLAY-
TON.

H.R. 3906: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. LEwWIS of Florida, Mr. INSLEE, Miss COL-
LINS of MICHIGAN, and Mr. VOLKMER.

H.R. 3949: Mr. WALSH, Mr. COOPER, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 3951: Mr. ROWLAND.

H.R. 3990: Ms. FURSE, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Mr. TUCKER, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 4138: Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 4306: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 4331: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MINGE, Mr. BARCA

of Wisconsin, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr.
OWENS.

H.R. 4345: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas and Mr.
MANTON.

H.R. 4353: Mrs. LLoYD and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 435¢: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
POSHARD, Mr. ZIMMER, and Mr. HILLIARD.

H.R. 4370: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs, UNSOELD,
and Mr. LEw1S of Georgia.

H.R. 4375: Mr. YATES.

H.R. 4400: Mr. SAWYER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
WATT, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 4410: Mr. LIPINSKI

H.R. 4412: Ms. DANNER.

H.R. 4419: Mr. CANADY and Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. CLaY, Mr. KILDEE, and
Mr. ORTON.

H.J. Res. 286: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. CLAY, Ms. DUNN,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
FLAKE, Ms. FURSE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GING-
RICH, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KING, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEH-
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MAN, Mr. ManN, Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr.

“MCHUGH, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr, MURTHA, Mr.

OBERSTAR, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. POSHARD, Mr.
PricE of North Carolina, Mr. RICHARDSON,
Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. VIs-
CLOSKY, and Mr. WISE.

H.J. Res. 297. Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. BaccHUS of Florida, Mr. DE Luco, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. FisH, Mr. FOGLI-
ETTA, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
HuTTO, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BARLOW, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs, CLAYTON, Mr.
SOLOMON, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. REED, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
TAUZIN, and Mr. VALENTINE.

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. ROTH.

H.J. Res. 326: Mr. BAccHUS of Florida.

H.J. Res. 327: Ms. NORTON, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. HILLIARD,
and Mr. OLVER.

H. Con. Res. 35: Mr. HOAGLAND, Ms.
SCHENK, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. Wa-
TERS, and Mrs, UNSOELD.

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. FIELDS of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 217: Mr. FLAKE and Mr.
STRICKLAND.

H. Con. Res. 235: Ms. NORTON, Ms. FURSE,
Mr. Mazzoul, and Mr. VENTO.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXVII, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed:

Petition 19, May 17, 1994, by Mr. EWING on
House Resolution 415, was signed by the fol-
lowing Members: Thomas W. Ewing, F.
James Sensenbrenner, Jr., Porter J. Goss,
Ron Packard, Cliff Stearns, Rob Portman,
Joe Knollenberg, Tillie K. Fowler, Dan Bur-
ton, Jon Kyl. Y. Tim Hutchinson, Elton
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Gallegly, Dan Miller, Peter Hoekstra, Donald
A. Manzullo, Bob Stump, Michael
Huffington, and Spencer Bachus.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 3 by Mr. McCOLLUM on House
Joint Resolution 38: Frank D. Lucas.

Petition 11 by Mr. RAMSTAD on House
Resolution 247: Nancy L. Johnson, Alfred A.
(Al) McCandless, James C, Greenwood, Dun-
can Hunter, Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Bob Inglis,
Ralph M. Hall, James A. Hayes, F. James
Sensenbrenner, Jr., Y. Tim Hutchinson and
Peter Hoekstra.

Petition 12 by Mr. TRAFICANT on H.R.
3261: Wayne Allard, James M. Talent and
Thomas W, Ewing.

Petition 15 by Mr. BILIRAKIS on House
Resolution 382: Jerry Lewis, Randy ‘‘Duke’
Cunningham, Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, C. W. Bill
Young, Tom Lewis and F, James Sensen-
brenner, Jr.

Petition 16 by Mr. ZELIFF on House Reso-
lution 407: Frank D. Lucas, C. W. Bill Young,
Hamilton Fish, Jr., John E. Porter, Ralph M.
Hall, Karen English and Marge Roukema.

Petition 17 by Mr. SHAW on House Resolu-
tion 386: Dan Burton and Bill Paxon.

Petition 18 by Mr. HASTERT on House
Resolution 402: Bill Paxon, Thomas J. Bliley,
Jr., Ron Packard, Joe Skeen, Joel Hefley,
Gerald B.H. Solomon, Richard H. Baker,
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Peter Hoekstra, Nancy
L. Johnson, James M. Inhofe, Bill Barrett,
Alfred A. (Al) McCandless, Robert S. Walker,
Rob Portman, Elton Gallegly, Spencer
Bachus and David L. Hobson.
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